









ED, 
a 


pecial Act of 











£619,870. 





B. Loans on 
for deferred 


OCIETY, 


nd Personal 
-olicies, and 


17,525. 
ns-yard to 





RY 
Limited. 

Wo. 
1,000. 


inded Pro- 
HASED or 


Joint 
sretaries, 
ee 
AETY, 
J : 


+ EC 














Nov. 26, 1904. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 








[Vol. 49.) 62 





THE 
LANCASHIRE & YORKSHIRE ACCIDENT 
INSURANCE COMPANY, Ltp. 
HEAD OFFICE: 30, BROWN STREET, MANCHESTER. 





Established 1877. Capital, £200,000. 





This COMPANY’S GUARANTEE BONDS are accepted by 
H.M. COURTS OF CHANCERY and BOARD OF TRADE, and by 
all Departments of H.M. Government. 

The ‘‘ CLIMAX”? POLICY of the Company provides against 
ACCIDENTS —ILLNESS— PERMANENT DISABLEMENT, &c. 
Capital Sums Assured under the Policy are added to annually under a 
CUMULATIVE BONUS SCHEME. 





Policies are also issued indemnifying Employers in relation to the Work- 
men’s Compensation Acts, 1897-1900, the Employers’ Liability Act, 1880, 
and at Common Law, and Public Liability (Third Party) Risks. 

R,. KENNEDY MITCHELL, Manager and Secretary. 


COUNTY FIRE OFFICE. 


FOUNDED 1807. 


50, REGENT ST., W., anp 14, CORNHILL, E.C., LONDON. 


THE PREMIUM INCOME of this Office is derived from Home Business only, no 
foreign risks being undertaken. 

THE RETU SYSTEM of the Courtry Frere Orrice offers an important advantage 
on Ordinary Insurances to Policyholders who continue insured in the Office. 

FORMS OF PROPOSAL and full particulars as to Rares and the Apvantaces offered 
by the “ County ”’ may be obtained upon application. 


B. E, RATLIFFE, Secretary. 
IMPORTANT TO SOLICITORS 
x In Drawing LEASES or MORTGAGES of pf 
LICENSED PROPERLY 
To see that the Insurance Covenantsinclude a policy covering the risk of 
LO8S OR FORFEITURE OF THE LICENSE. 











Suitable clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtained on application to 
THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND 
GUARANTEE FUND, LIMITED, 

24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.C, 


Mortgages Guaranteed on Licensed Properties promptly, without 
special valuation and at low rates. 


LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 


ESTABLISHED 








1836. 





FUNDS - - - . - 
INCOME - - - - - £600,000 
YEARLY BUSINESS - : - £ 2,000,000 
BUSINESS IN FORCE - - £ 16,000,000 


THE PERFECTED SYSTEM of Life Assurance is peculiar to this Society 
and embraces every modern advantage. 


PERFECTED MAXIMUM POLICIES. 
Wrrnovr Prorrrs. 
The Rates for these Whole Life Policies are very moderate. 


£ 4,400,000 





| Age Premium | Age | Premium | Age | Promium| 
| 


| 20 | 617871 30 | 116%, | 40 | 82 10%), 








41,000 POLICY WITH BONUSES 
According to last results, 
Valuation at 2} p.c. :—Hm. Table of Mortality. 


| Hym ) ye. | On| 


| 


Duration 10 yrs. 


| Amount of Policy | 41,199 | £1,498 | £1,724 | $3,067 


Full information on application to 
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Current Topics. 


Contempt of Court. 

Tue case before Mr. Justice Farwstt, in which a lady who 
had committed an assault within the precincts of the court 
escaped with a moderate fine, may remind us of the severity 
with which such an offence was dealt with by our courts in 
former times. It is laid down in an ancient work of authority 
that ‘‘if one do strike another in Westminster Hall during the 
time when the king’s courts do sit, he should forfeit to the king 
his lands and goods, have his right hand cut off, and be com- 
mitted to perpetual prison.” But there is good ground for 
believing that even the prospect of this terrible punishment was 
not sufficient to maintain the same order and decorum as 
prevail in our tribunals at the present day. 


The Scholarship in International Law. 


Tue rst award of the scholarship in international law, 
founded by the generosity of a member of the Law Society, has 
just been made by the Council, upon the recommendation of 
Professor Hottanp and Dr. Tuomas Bary, the examiners 
specially appointed to conduct the examination. The Oouneil 
award the scholarship, which is of the value of £50, to Mr. 
Aubert Epwonp Hoaay, solicitor, who was admitted in 1903, 
and whose answers to the examination in the law of war 
were the most meritorious of those submitted to the examiners. 
The examiners further give it as their opinion that Mr. Epwuxp 
Huntsman, solicitor, who was admitted in 1904, deserves 
honourable mention for his answers on the same subject, and 
that the work of the candidates as a whole was of a nature to 
reflect great credit upon them. The examination was consequent 
upon a special course of lectures delivered by Professor HoLtanp 
on the Law of War at the Law Society's hall in July last. 


Expenses of Litigation. 

Tus pxcision of Omanngit, J, in Cocks vy. B., S. £16. 
(reported elsewhere) adds another anomaly in — oe 
of a solicitor who is employed by a client in the act of 
litigation, the point of the decision being that the solicitor, in the 
event of a shorthand writer being employed, is, in the absence of 
special contract, personally liable to him for his ¢ Primd 
Josie 0. ollaitan to nammeen eae t, and, where his princi 

is known, it is the principal who is for 
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the courts have refused to saddle the solicitor with responsibility 
for the expenses of a witness who attends the trial on a subpoena 
served by the solicitor. In Robins v. Bridge (3 M. & W. 114) it 
was contended that there was an implied contract to pay the 
expenses of a witness by the attorney or agent by whom he had 
been subpenaed, but it was held that the ordinary rule as to 
incipal and agent applied. ‘‘The attorney,” said Lord 
Astncer, ©.B., in delivering the judgment of the Court of 
Exchequer, ‘‘is known merely as the agent—the attorney—of 
the principal, and is directed by the principal himself. The 
agent, acting for and on the part of the principal, does not bind 
himeelf, unless he offers to do so by express words; he does not 
make himself liable for anything, unless it is for those charges 
which he is himself bound to pay, and for which he makes a 
.”” These latter words refer to the cases of a law stationer 
and of court fees, for which it is recognized that the solicitor 
makes himself liable. As to the position of the law stationer 
there can be no question, and the liability of the solicitor to him 
was expressly recognized by Ersxrvz, L.O., in Ex parte Hartop 
(12 Ves., at p. 352). He is, indeed, employed by the solicitor in a 
subordinate capacity to assist him in his work, and there is 
never any idea that he should look to anyone else than to the 
solicitor for payment. 


The Liability of Solicitors to Shorthand Writers. 


Tue case of payment of court fees is not so obvious as that 
of the law stationer. In Robins v. Bridge (supra) both were put 
upon the footing of being cash transactions. ‘‘If,” said Lord 
Asinezr, “the attorney employs a stationer to do anything for 
which he makes a charge, he is liable, as he is for the fees of the 
officers of the court; for these are ready-money transactions, for 
which the person engaged in the business of the court is liable ; 
for it cannot be presumed that the client would authorize him to 
pledge his credit where no credit is given.” The reasoning is 
not altogether clear. If the transaction is strictly cash, then 
there can be no question of credit, and if the cash is not 
forthcoming, the proceedings come to a stop. If, on the 
other hand, as the judgment seems to assume, credit is 
in fact given in what is nominally a cash transaction, then 
the credit may as well be given to the client as to the agent. But 
whatever may be thought of the reasoning, the distinction has 
been established that the solicitor is personally liable for court 
fees, but not for witnesses’ expenses. It may be noticed that the 
principle of Robins v. Bridge was adopted in Langridge v. Lynch 
(34 L. T.N.8.695), where it was held that the solicitor, and not the 
client, was liable to the clerk of the peace for fees connected with 
the entering of an appeal at sessions. Under which head, 
then, is a shorthand writer to be placed? Where he 
is an official of the court, his fees present a strong analogy 
to court fees, and it may not wumreasonably be argued 
that the solicitor incurs personal liability to him. This 
mami indeed, to have been held in a case at the City of 

Court, noted in 30 Law Times, p. 266, as regards the 
fees of the official shorthand writers to the Court of Bankruptcy. 
But as regards shorthand writers generally, their fees bear no 
analogy to court fees, nor do they occupy with regard to the 
solicitor at all such a position as that of a law stationer. When 
they are employed the expense forms quite a separate item, and 
it 1s an expense which should be governed, like witnesses’ 

es, by the — rules of principal and agent; so that 
the solicitor would not be personally liable unless he had in 
fact no authority from his client to incur the expense. However, 
the judgment of Cmanwztt, J., is to the contrary, and solicitors 
should always protect themselves by a special agreement in 
writing with the shorthand writer. 


The Defence of the Statute of Frauds. 


A curious example of the manner in which the defence of the 
Statute of Frauds may be successfully invoked is afforded by 
the decision of Kennzpy, J., in Rainbow vy. Howkins (53 W. R. 
46; 1904, 2 K. B. 325). The defendant, an auctioneer, had 
received instructions to sell a pony by auction, subject to a 
reserve of £25. The pony was put up to auction, and the 
defendant, forgetting his instructions as to the reserve price, 
knocked it down to the plaintiff, who was the highest 
bidder, for fifteen guineas, but no memorandum of the 








sale was made in writing. A few minutes later, the 
defendant discovered his mistake, and put the pony up again, 
when it did not reach the reserve price. The plaintiff subse- 
quently brought the action, claiming as against the auctioneer 
(1) delivery of the pony or payment of its value, and (2) 
alternatively, damages for breach of warranty of authority to 
sell the pony without reserve. Assuming that there had 
been an enforceable contract, it seems that the position 
of the defendant as an agent would not have ae 
him from personal liability to deliver the property which 
he had sold. An auctioneer has a special property in the 
goods which are entrusted to him for sale, and he may be held 
personally liable for his neglect to deliver the goods to the pur- 
chaser: Wolfe v. Horne (25 W. R. 728, 2 Q. B. D. 355). But 
there can be no neglect to deliver in this sense if there is no 
contract under which delivery can be enforced. In the 
present case, since the value of the property exceeded 
£10, the want of a memorandum in writing was, under 
section 4 of the Sale of Goods Act, 1893, a bar to the 
contract of sale being enforced, and hence the plaintiff 
failed as to the first head of claim. He failed also as to the 
claim founded on the alleged breach of warranty of authority to 
sell without reserve, for the reason that, if an enforceable con- 
tract of sale had existed, there would have been no cause of 
action for breach of warranty. The sale would have bound the 
owner of the pony, who could not as between himself and the 
purchaser have asserted that the auctioneer’s apparent authority 
to sell without reserve was limited by secret instructions. The 
auctioneer, indeed, saved himself from the consequences of his 
mistake by refraining from making a note of sale, but whether 
in so refraining he had violated his duty, and in this way 
incurred responsibility, was a question which was not raised in 
the action, and with which Kennepy, J., did not deal. 


Private Companies. 


THE RECENT case of The Attorney-General of Ireland v. Jameson 
(1904, 2 Ir. Rep. K. B. D. 644), related to articles of association of 
a company which were in a great measure identical with, or 
similar to, those in common use in the case of ‘‘ private com- 
panies,” where it is desired by the promoters of a company to 
keep its shares in the hands of a limited number of persons and 
to prevent the intrusion, as far as possible, of members of 
the general public in the management of its affairs. The articles 
of association provided, first, that, with certain exceptions, no 
share was to be transferred to a person who was not a member 
so long as any member was willing to purchase it at the “ fair 
value,’ and that the directors might refuse to register 
any transfer to a transferee, not being already a member, 
of whom they did not approve, and that any such transfer 
should be void; that a shareholder proposing to transfer 
must give the company notice of his intention, where- 
upon the company would be deemed to be his agent for the sale 
of the share to any member of the company at the “ fair value,” 
and that if a purchasing member could not be found within 
twenty-eight days, the selling shareholder should be at liberty 
within three months to sell and transfer the share to any person 
(subject to the approval of the directors), and at any price. By 
other articles the personal representatives were to be the only 
persons recognized by the company as having any title to the 
shares registered in the name of a deceased member, and a 
person becoming entitled to a share in consequence of the 
death of any member might, subject tothe approval of the 
directors, and “subject to the regulations herein contained,” 
transfer the shares to himself or any other person. It was held 
by the Irish court (Boyp and Kenny, JJ. Patras, 0.B., 
dissenting) that, in estimating the principal value of the shares 
for the purposes of estate duty, regard must be had by the Inland 
Revenue Commissioners to the special provisions in the articles 
with reference to alienation —_ transfer of the shares of the 
company. It was also held, the Chief Baron expressing no 
opinion, that the articles were not invalid, either as infringing 
the rule against perpetuity or as being repugnant to tho right of 
alienation inherent in absolute ownership. This decision is of 
po importance, as if a contrary view had been taken of the 

gality of the articles, it would have overthrown the constitu- 
tion of most ‘‘ private companies” now in existence. 
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Passive Resisters and the Franchise. 


THE SO-CALLED “‘ passive resisters ’’ have received a heavy blow 
from the High Court in the recent cases of Ash v. Nicholl and Cox 
y. Merriman (reported elsewhere). Probably few lawyers who had 
considered the question at all closely expected any other result. 
The question, in short, was whether these persons who refused to 
pay the “‘ education rate” were by such refusal disqualified from 
being registered as either parliamentary or a voters. 
Now, the chief provisions on the subject are contained in section 
3 of the Representation of the People Act, 1867, and section 9 of 
the Municipal Corporations Act, 1882. The first of these sections 
gives the parliamentary franchise to every man who fulfils cer- 
tain conditions, one of which is that he has been rated for the 
relief of the poor in respect of his premises, and has, on or 
before the 20th of July, “‘ paid an pool amount in the pound to 
that payable by other ordinary occupiers in respect of all poor 
rates’ up to the preceding 5th of January. Therefore, in order 
to have a vote for Parliament, he must have paid all ‘‘ poor 
sates.”” By the second of the sections above mentioned, a man, in 
order to have the municipal franchise, must have been rated to 
‘tall poor rates,” and must have paid “all such rates, including 
borough rates (if any),” in reference to the same dates. The 
question, therefore, is whether the so-called ‘education rate” 
is a ‘‘poor rate?” As far as the municipal franchise goes, it is 
clear from the above quoted words that poor rate does include 
rates not made merely for the relief of paupers. But section 20 
of the Poor Rate Assessment Act, 1869, provides that the words 
“poor rate” shall mean ‘“‘the assessment for the relief of the 
poor, and for the other purposes chargeable thereon according to 
law.’ Now, turning to the Act which has caused all the trouble, 
we find that section 18 of the Education Act, 1902, provides that 
the expenses under the Act, in the case of a borough, shall be 
paid “‘ out of the borough fund or rate.” This seems to make 
the question of the municipal franchise almost unarguable from 
the point of view of the passive resister. By the same section 
the expenses under the Act in an urban district (other than a 
borough) are to be paid in the manner provided by section 33 of 
the Education Act, 1876. Turning to this last mentioned section, 
we find that the expenses of a school attendance committee 
“shall be paid out of a fund to be raised out of the poor rate.” 

Again, by the same section of the Act of 1902, the expenses of 
a county council in respect of education are to be paid out of 
the ‘“‘county fund.” But by section 26 of the County 
Rates Act, 1853, the guardians of each parish are required 
to raise the contribution of the parish to the county rate 
“in like manner as the mney required by such guardians 
for the relief of the poor.” Hence, the education expenses, 
whether incurred by a county council, a borough council, or an 
urban district council, all seem to come out of the poor rate. 
How then can a ratepayer who refuses to pay part of this rate 
appropriate the part he pays to any particular purpose for which 
the rate is raised? It seems quite clear that he has no power to 
make such appropriation. If, then, he does not pay the whole of 
the ‘* poor rate,” he is not entitled to have his name upon the 
register of voters, either parliamentary or burgess. The poor 
rate, in fact, has money charged upon it for various purposes ; 
but it is indivisible; and if any part is-unpaid it cannot be said 
that even the part required for the relief of the poor has been 
wholly paid. The decision of the Divisional Court was on all 
points against the passive resisters. It has since been reported 
that it has been decided to abandon the threatened appeal. If 
this decision has really been arrived at, we think it a wise one. 


An Auctioneer’s Liability. 


In A CASE recently heard before the City of London Court the 
Equitable Investment Oo. brought an action against an 
auctioneer for the convers‘on of certain goods. It appeared that 
the plaintiffs had advanced £100 upon a bill of sale of the furni- 
ture in a dwelling-house, the borrower agreeing to repay the 
amount with interest at the rate of £2 a week. Some payments 
were made, but at the end of a month the borrower disappeared, 
and it was discovered that the furniture had been removed from 
the house. It was subsequently ascertained that part of the 
furniture had been sold by auction by the defendant, who had 
paid the proceeds to the person who employed him, having no 


tiffs succeeded in making the defendant liable for the value of 
the goods which he had sold. Many persons are ignorant of 
the harsh rule that if an auctioneer receives into his 
custody or possession goods to which the seller has no 
title, and, ae selling them, delivers them ae the 
urchaser, with a view to i the property in them, 
is liable to the real owner be dadaae for ain whether 
he had notice or not of his principal’s want of title. This rule 
is hard on those who deal innocently and in the ordinary course 
of business with a person in ion of goods, and in Fowler 
v. Hollins (L. R. 7 Q. B. 616) Kutiy, O.B., in his judgment 
in the Exchequer Chamber, asks why should a broker who 
negotiates a contract between buyer and seller in his character 
of broker, being the mere medium of communication between 
the one and the other, and deriving no other benefit from the 
transaction than his commission, be made liable for the whole 
value of the goods purchased and sold any more than the packer 
who packs and ships the goods, or the railway company that 
conveys them from the seller’s to the purchaser’s premises. But 
the decision of the House of Lords in the same case (L. R. 7 
H. L. 757), the case of Consolidated Co. v. Curtis (1892; 1 Q. B. 
495), and the cases referred to in the judgment, clearly establish 
the liability of the auctioneer. And when it is remembered 
that, without his intervention, there would often be great diffi- 
culty in carrying out a wrongful sale of goods, some reason 
may be found for maintaining the existing law. 


Iron Warrants. 


Iron warrants are likely to take a prominent place in the 
litigation which from time to time arises out of advances made 
upon the security of mercantile documents. The wealthiest and 
most careful merchants require temporary advances at times, 
and when a merchant opens a current account with a banker, 
even where there is no special understanding, there is, from the 
fact of the account being accepted by the banker, an implied 
agreement on his part to make advances to his customers within 
reasonable limits. Apart from stocks and shares, the ordinary 
security for these advances is approved bills of exchange, but of 
late years the list of securities accepted by London and country 
bankers has largely increased, and it now includes bills of lading, 
dock warrants, and other articles representing the title to property. 
Warrants for goods have long been freely used in the 
different markets for produce, and constitute a ready means of 
transferring the title to property. They usually state that 
the goods are deliverable to the depositor or his 
assigns by indorsement, and in certain markets and seasons 
they become counters for speculative transactions, in the same 
manner as shares in joint stock companies. There has 
been for a long time an active speculation in iron both in this 
country and the United States. arrants for a specific quantity 
of iron, generally 500 tons, are sold and re-sold ; the speculator 
obtaining an advance from a banker or a finance company. We 
may assume that ordinary precautions are taken by those w.. 
make advances upon warrants to ascertain the fair value of the 
merchandize which they represent. But, apart from the value 
of the security, difficult questions of law may arise in the event 
of the failure of the person with whom the goods are deposited, 
the loss of the goods by fire, &. But bank managers, owing, 
we suppose, to the increase of competition, appear to be willing 
to encounter these risks. 


Wounding with Intent to Disfigure. 


Ong or the prisoners recently tried at the Old Bailey was 
sentenced to a term of penal servitude for the atrocious offence 
of throwing nitric acid into the face of an unfortunate man who 
had roused his displeasure. There are some signs that similar 
offences have a tendency to increase, and we can only hope that 
they will always be puuished with intlexible severity. Sic 
James Sreruey, in his History of the Criminal Law, after com- 
mentivg upon the extraordinary lenity of the English criminal 
law towards the most atrocious acts of personal violence, refers to 
the Act of 9 Geo, 4, o. 31, which first dealt with the offence of 
wounding with intent to distigure. This Act cannot be ocon- 
sidered to have succeeded in its object. In Ree vy. Murrew (1 
Moody, 456) it was proved that the prisoner had maliciously 





knowledge of the bill of sale, In the present action the plain- 
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with intent to disfigure him. The jury found, upon the evidence 
of the surgeon, that the effect of the prisoner’s act wasa wound 
on the face of the prosecutor, and the prisoner was found guilty. 
It was held by all the judges that the conviction must be 
quashed, as this was not a ‘“‘ wounding” within the meaning of 
the Act, there being no instrument used and no immediate 
wound produced. It is unnecessary to say that the statute in 
question has been repealed, and the offence—of throwing upon, 
or otherwise applying to, any person any corrosive fluid with 
intent to disfigure him—has been made punishable by penal 
servitude under section 29 of the Offences against the Person 


Act, 1861. 


What are Marriage Brocage Contracts? 

THE jJupGMENT of the King’s Bench Division in Hermann v. 
Charlesworth, on appeal from the Westminster County Court, 
will be read with the interest which is excited by cases turning 
upon general principles. The defendant was the proprietor of a 
newspaper called Zhe Matrimonial Post, and the plaintiff, a lady 
thirty-three years old, had signed an agreement to pay him a 
stipulated sum if her marriage witha husband in the enjoyment 
of a specified income was brought about by his exertions. The 
county court judge held that this agreement was a marriage 
brocage contract and, therefore, illegal. Other points arose in the 
county court which are considered in the judgment of the King’s 
Bench Division, but we propose to deal only with that part of 
the judgment of the superior court which decided that the agree- 
ment differed essentially from a marriage brocage contract, 
since there was no undertaking to procure for the plaintiff 
any particular person as her husband. The court were, 
therefore, of opinion that the agreement was not a marriage 
brocage contract, and not ‘open to the suggestions of 
mischief to which such a transaction is exposed. While we 
are ready to admit that there is a distinction between the agree- 
ment under consideration and the ordinary marriage brocage 
contract, we must confess that it appeafs to us to be open to the 
objections which are the ground for avoiding a contract to pro- 
cure for another in marriage, as husband or wife, a certain 
specified person. The courts have of late years shewn a 
tendency to abstain from avoiding contracts on the ground of 
public policy, but the agreement which was the subject of the 
present action is of a character which, in our opinion, is quite 
unsuited to ordinary litigation. 





Options to Purchase in Leases. 


Tue case of Woodall y. Clifton (Times, 24th inst), before 
Wakrgrseton, J., decides a point of great interest to conveyancers 
—whether an option to purchase contained in a lease for years is 
void as being an infringement of the rule against perpetuities, 
unless it is so given as to be exerciseable only during a period 
not exceeding a life or lives in being and twenty-one 
years after. By a lease made in July, 1867, some six acres of 
land at Chislehurst were demised by the then owner for a term 
of ninety-nine years at the yearly rent of £142, and the lease 
contained a stipulation that in case the lessee, his heirs or 
assigns, should at any time during the term be desirous of 
purchasing the fee simple in the demised lands, or any portion 
thereof not less than one acre, at the rate of £500 an acre and 
the valuation of the timber, the lessor, his heirs, and assigns, 
would on receipt of the purchase-money execute a conveyance of 
the land. By a lease of July, 1469, some four acres of land 
in Chislehurst and Bromley were demised to the same lessee for 
ninety-nine years at a rent of £112 with an option of purchase 
similar to that in the former lease,save that the option was 
reserved to the lessee, his executors, administrator, and assigns, 
instead of to his heirs and assigns, and that the price per acre 
was to be £600. The plaintiff in the present action was the 
assignee of the residues of both terms, and he claimed as 
the defendants, who were the reversioners, to exercise 

the options. The claim was resisted upon the ground that the 
options infringed the rule against perpetuities and were invalid. 
The question thus raised has been for some time recognized 


Western Railway v. Gomm (20 Oh. D. 562) that an option of 
re-purchase given to the vendor by a purchaser in fee at any 
future time without limit was obnoxious to the rule against 
perpetuities, and the judgment of Jzsszt, M.R., proceeded upon 
the ground that such an option had a similar effect to a conditional 
limitation so far as regarded the fetter which it imposed on the 
future alienation of the land. ‘‘ Is there,’’ said the Master of 
the Rolls, ‘‘any substantial difference between a contract for 
purchase, or an option for purchase, and a conditional limitation ? 
Is there any difference in substance between the case of a limita- 
tion to A. in fee, with a proviso that whenever a notice in writing 
is sent and £100 paid by B. or his heirs to A. or his heirs, the 
estate shall vest in B. or his heirs, and a contract that whenever 
such notice is given and such payment made by B. or his heirs, 
A. shall convey to B. and his hegre ? It seems to me that in a 
court of equity it is impossible to suggest that there is any 
difference between these two cases. There is in each case the 
same fetter on the estate and on the owners of the estate for all 
time, and it seems to me to be plain that the rules as to remote- 
ness apply to one case as much as to the other.” 


The decision of JEsszt, M.R., has been recognized as settling 
the law in the case of an option to purchase conferred upon an 
owner in fee, and the only question is whether the same in- 
validity attaches to an option of purchase conferred upon a lessee. 
Primd facie the option would be invalid, inasmuch as the fetter on 
the alienation of the land is the same whethec the option is 
exerciseable by a lessee or by anyone else, but there is an un- 
doubted exception to the application of the rule against per- 
petuities to leases in the case of a covenant for renewal, and it 
has been contended that there is a similar exception in the case 
of an option of purchase. That a covenant for renewal is not 
obnoxious to the rule has been treated as settled ( Hare v. Burges, 
4 K. & J., at p. 57), and in London and South-Western Railway 
v. Gomm (supra) Jesset, M.R., observed that the case was an 
exception. Is there, then, any basis for this exception which 
would apply equally to an option of purchase? It has 
been suggested that, since a covenant for renewal is a covenant 
which runs with the land, this is the reason why it is 
not obnoxious to the rule against perpetuities, and this view was 
countenanced by FarweE 1, J.,in Muller v. Trafford(1901, 1 Ch. 54). 
The learned judge there said in reference to an alleged 
covenant to renew: ‘‘It is said that this is a covenant running 
with the land. If so, then no question of perpetuity would 
arise. A covenant to renew has been held for at least two 
centuries to be a covenant running with the land,” and the same 
view was repeated in the passage to be referred to shortly. 
Inasmuch, however, as it was held that the covenant in question 
was not a covenant for renewal, this remark was not necessary 
to the decision, and it is, on principle, open to criticism. There 
appears, indeed, to be nothing in the nature of a covenant 
running with the land, which should, upon tus ground alone, 
exempt it from the rule against perpetuities. The effect of a 
covenaut in a lease runoing with the land is that the owner for 
the time being of the reversion and the owner for the time being 
of the term may be parties, either as plaintiff or defendant, as 
tle case may be, to an action on the covenant, although they 
were not the original covenanting parties. But this result is 
obviously quite unrelated to the evil against which the rule 
against perpetuities is aimed. If the effect of the covenant is 
to create an interest in land to arise at a future date, and so to 
prevent the alienation of the land, tis will follow none the less 
because the person in whose favour the interest is to arise is not 
the original lessee. Indeed the mischief is intensified by the 
fact that the covenant runs with the land. If it was personal to 
the original lessee it would attach upon the land only during 
his life; it is the very fact that it binds also his assignees which 
carries it beyond the limit allowed by the rule against per- 
petuities. : 

It seems, therefore, that the mere fact that a covenant for 
renewal runs with the land is not sufficient to explain 
why the covenant for renewal is not obnoxious to the rule 
against perpetuities, and a safer explanation appears t» lie 
in the fact that it is in effect an extension of the term 
originally granted to the lessee. And in the present case 
Wakrerinoton, J., observed that this was the real idea under- 





as a doubtful one, and the opinions of conveyancers upon it 
have been conflicting. It was settled by London and South- 





lying the following passage from the judgment of Farwe.t, J.: 
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“ Perpetuity has no application to covenants which run with the 
land, because they are so annexed to the land as to create some- 
thing in the nature of an interest in the land. As between 
lessor and lessee, therefore, the lessee accepts and the lessor 
grants something which is more or less, according to the point 
of view from which you look at it, than the actual term or 
interest granted. It is aterm subject to something and with 
the benefit of something. It is a reversion subject to something 
and with the benefit of something, and these two somethings 
are annexed to and form part of the land from the beginning of 
the term in such a sense that the doctrine of perpetuity has no 
application.” 

According to the judgment of Warrineron, J., in the present 
case, this passage is in effect true with regard to covenants for 
renewal, but it is mistaken in so far as it refers their exemption 
from the rule against perpetuities to the circumstance of their 
running with the land. In an ordinary covenant for renewal 
the lessor grants, and the lessee accepts, something more than 
the term originally arranged, but it is regarded as something 
belonging to the lessee from the beginning. An option of pur- 
caase is essentially different. If exercised, it adds nothing to the 
term. On the contrary, it displaces the term and converts the 
termor into the owner of thefee. The fact that it runs with the 
land is irrelevant to this result, and it is this result which distin- 
guishes it from a covenant for renewal and makes it obnoxious 
to the rule against perpetuities. In the present case accordingly, 
Waaraineton, J., held that the options of purchase were void, 
but having regard to the difference of view which has prevailed 
on the subject, it would, perhaps, be premature to regard the 
learned judge’s decision—although, if we may say so, apparently 
correct—as concluding the question. 








The Obligations of Charterers. 


A RECENT number of the Law Reports contains the two impor- 
tant shipping cases of Bargue Quelpué (Limited) v. Brown (1904, 
2 K. B. 264) and Jones (Limited) v. Green & Co. (1904, 2 K. B. 
275), both in the Court of Appeal, which, though decided in 
July, 1903, are now reported by special request. The questions 
at issue were the meaning of the phrase “load in regular turn ”’ 
in a charter-party, and the circumstances which will relieve a 
charterer from his ordinary duty to have acargo ready when the 
ship arrives and can obtain a loading berth, and so exempt 
him from the consequences of delay in loading. Each of the 
above cases arose out of the shipment of coal at the port of 
Newcastle, New South Wales. In the former a charter-party 
dated the 6th of February, 1900, of a sailing ship, made between 
the plaintifis as owners of the ship and the defendants as 
freighters, provided that the ship should with all 
convenient speed proceed to Newcastle, “and there in 
the usual and customary manner load in regular turn from 
‘ Brown’s Duckenfield Colliery,’ or any of the collieries the said 
freighters may name, a full and complete cargo of coals which 
the said freighters bind themselves to ship.” The coal was to 
be taken to Valparaiso. The defendants were the owners of the 
colliery named, and on the 6th of April, 1900, they sold the 
prospective cargo of their coal to purchasers at Valparaiso. The 
ship arrived at Newcastle on the 3rd of August, 1900, but 
she was not berthed for loading till the 6th of October, and her 
loading was finished on the 9th of October. There was thus a 
detention of sixty-seven days, for which the plaintiffs allowed thirty 
as a reasonable time for loading, and they claimed damages against 
the charterers in respect of the remaining time. The delay, it ap- 
pears, was due to the fact that the port of Newcastle serves some 
nineteen or twenty collieries, and that both the output from the 
collieries and the facilities for loading ships were limited. 
Vessels arriving at the port were entitled to be berthed in the 
order of arrival, but this was subject to there being coal 
from their particular colliery ready to load, and it was 
necessary for them to obtain a colliery loading order in order 
to obtain a berth. Thus the effect, as stated by Kennepy, J., 
was that ‘‘if there are ten or twenty vessels arriving to be loaded 
from a particular colliery a vessel may be kept waiting for a 
considerable time while vessels which are in turn with and get 





their loading orders from other collieries are loaded in front of 
it, though they may arrive later.” 

bt cy these facts it was disputed whether the words “in 
regular turn” in the charter-party referred to the regular turn 
of arrival at the port or to the regular turn of the specified 
colliery. Kunnepy, J., held that evidence might be adduced to 
shew the meaning, and that, both on the evidence of the 
custom of the port and from the position of the words in the 
charter-party, the “ turn ” meant the turn of the colliery. 
In this conclusion he was affirmed by the Court of Appeal, and 
hence The Quilpué did get her “regular turn” in accordance 
with the charter-party, notwithstanding that, owing to the 
exigencies of the output of coal and of traffic, her turn did not 
come for over sixty days after her arrival. 

But this left open the second question, which was one of more 
general importance—whether the charterers had not by their own 
business arrangements prevented the vessel from loading at an 
earlier date. They would thus, it was argued, have violated the 
condition implied in every contract, that each party will not 
do anything to prevent the other party from performing the 
contract or to delay him in performing it. But while the 
existence of such an implied condition was admitted, the Court 
of Appeal held that, under the circumstances, there had been 
no breach of it. ‘I do not think,” said Ricpy, L.J., in Carlton 
Steamship Co. v. Castle Mail Packets Co. (1897, 2 Q. B. 485; 
affirmed 1898, A. C. 486), in a passage quoted by VauGcHan 
Wits, L.J., on the present occasion, “that a delay which 
arose from a contingency the probability of which must have 
been perfectly well known to and contemplated by the ship- 
owners when they entered into tho charter-party can be 
considered unreasonable.” The charter-party specified that 
the ship was to load coal from a specified colliery, and 
hence the parties contemplated the delay which there might 
be in obtaining coal from that colliery. The charterers, 
had, indeed, caused or contributed to the delay by chartering 
more vessels than, as matters turned out, they could 
load with despatch, and they had contributed to the 
same result by an early sale of the cargo to a purchaser who 
refused to accept a different kind of coal, though this method of 
avoiding the delay was attempted. But the Court of Appeal 
considered that all this took place in the ordinary course of 
business, and involved the charterers in no liability for the 
delay. “It is,” said Vavenan Wittias, L.J., “ plain that, at 
the time when the shipowners entered into this charter-party, 
under which they were to load in ‘regular turn,’ meaning 
thereby the regular ordinary turn, they must have known, not 
only that the charterers would have prior engagements which 
might delay the ey turn of this particular ship, but also that 
the delay of a ship for loading for a number of days—from forty 
to fifty days—was not impossible, or even unusual, in loading at 
this port from the collieries which exclusively supply it.” 

In the second of the cases mentioned above—Jones (Limited) 
v. Green § Co.—the circumstances were similar, except that the 
charter-party did not contain the words “in regular turn,” and 
that the charterers were not the colliery owners. The favourite 
coals, it seems, with buyers at Newcastle, N.S.W., are Wallsend 
and Duckenfield. In this case the defendants had purchased 
20,000 tons from the Wallsend Colliery to be loaded in 1900. 
They entered into a charter-party on the 14th of February, 
1960, with the owners of the sailing ship Snowdon, under 
which the ship was to proceed to Newcastle and was 
there to load “in the us and customary manner” a full 
cargo of coals as ordered by the charterers. The name of 
the coal was left blank, but in May the defendants notified the 
shipowners that it would be W: d. The ship arrived at 
Newcastle on the 1st of September, 1900, but the loading order 
was not obtained from the colliery till the 14th of December, and 
she obtained a loading berth on the following day. Here the 
delay was even greater than in the former case, running to 105 
days. But it was again held that the nature of the charter 
excused the charterers from liability to the shipowners. 
Generally, no doubt, as was held by the House of 
Lords in Grant v. Coverdale (9 App. Cas. 470), a charterer 
is liable for delays in procuring the cargo with which he 
has bound himself to load the ship, but there is an exception, 
established by Harris v. Dreesman (23 L. J. Ex, 210), where the 
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source from which the cargo is to come isdefined. ‘ Here,” said 
Vauenan Wituims, L.J., ‘‘ the source from which the coal was 
to come was expressly defined, and, that being so, it seems to me 
impossible to lay down an absolute rule that the charterer under- 
takes an unqualified obligation to have the cargo ready whenever 
it may reasonably be expected that there will be a berth for the 
ship if the cargo is ready.” Of course the shipowner can pro- 
tect himself by inserting an express stipulation as to the time of 
loading, and these cases suggest that he ought to do so, but 
otherwise the charterer ‘‘ will be allowed a reasonable time for 
getting the cargo, having regard to the known sources of 
delay”: Carver on Carriage by Sea (3rd ed.), s. 254. The 
application of this exception to the general rule led to both the 
present cases being decided against the shipowners. 








Reviews. 
Winding Up. 

Company PRECEDENTS: For UsE IN RELATION TO COMPANIES 
SupsEcT TO THE CoMPANIES Acts, 1862 To 1900. Parr ILI.: 
Wrypine-vtr ForMs AND PRACTICE, ARRANGED AS FOLLOWS :— 
CoMPULSORY WINDING-UP, WINDING-UP UNDER SUPERVISION, 
VOLUNTARY WINDING-UP, ARRANGEMENTS AND COMPROMISES. 
Wir Copious NoTEs AND AN APPENDIX CONTAINING ACTS AND 
Roies (INCLUDING THE RULES OF DECEMBER, 1903). NINTH 
Epition. By Francis BEAUFORT PALMER, Barrister-at-Law, 
Assisted by Frank Evans, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons 

, (Limited). 

The chief feature in the present edition of Mr. Palmer’s book on 
Winding-up is the inclusion of the Companies (Winding-up) Rules of 
1903. These are mainly a consolidation of the rules of 1890 and 
other subsequent rules, but it is important for the practitioner to 
have in the book to which he refers the text of the rules actually 
current, and for this reason, if for no other, the edition will be 
welcome. In other respects, however, it has been brought up to 
date, and many new forms have been added. It would be super- 
fluous to offer any detailed account of a work which has established 
itself as an authority on winding-up practice, and which has been 
enriched by the inclusion of so many orders actually made in wind- 
ing up. ‘The practitioner who has to deal with the complicated 
circumstances which are continually arising in the winding-up or 
reconstruction of companies will find here abundant matter to guide 
him. In particular, we may notice the numerous schemes for 
transfer of an undertaking to a new company, which are either given 
in full or are abstracted. The Appendix contains the statutes and 
rules relating to winding up, and also practice directions. 





Books Received. 


The Law of Copyright ia Works of Literature and Art, including 
that of the Drama, Music, Engraving, Sculpture, Painting, Photo- 
graphy, and Designs, together with International and Foreign 
Copyright, with the Statutes Relating Thereto, and References to the 
English and American Decisions. By WALTER ARTHUR COPINGER, 
Esq., F.S.A., Barrister-at-Law. Fourth Edition. By J. M. Easton, 
Exq,, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Haynes. 


The Law Annual, 1905. Edited by R. Gzorrrry EL.is, Barrister - 
matey and Max A. RoBERrtTson, Barrister-at-Law. William Green 
Sons. 


The Law of Life Assurance, including the Formation, Constitution, 
and Amalgamation of Insurance Companies, and Assignments and 
Equitable Liens ari<ing in Connection with Life Policies. By 
CuakLes JoHN Bunyon, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Fourth Edition. 
By J. V. Vesey Firzernatp, K.C. Charles & Edwin Layton. 


The Law Relating to Sewers and Drains. By ALEXANDER Mac- 
moRzAN, M.A, K.C., a Bencher of the Middle Temple, and W. 
Appixcton Wir1is, LL.B., Barrister-at-Law. Butterworth & Co. ; 
Shaw & Sons. 


Seaborne’s Vendors and Purchasers: Being a Conciee Manual of 
the Law relating to Vendors and Purchasers of Real Property. By 
W. Arsotp Jory, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Sixth ition. 
Butterworth & Co. 


Pratt’s Income Tax: Being a Full Analysis of the Provisions of 
the Income Tax Acts, with Bases of Llustration, Explanatory Notes, 
and a Copious Index. Seventh Edition. By Joszru Hawortu 


Selden Society. Borough Customs. Volumel. Edited for the 
Selden Society by Mary Bateson, Fellow of Newnham College, 
Cambridge. Bernard Quaritch. 





*,* In our review last week (ante, p. 52) of Mr. Minton-Senhouse’s 
book on ‘‘ Work and Labour” (Sweet & Maxwell), we stated that 
‘* out of 275 pages of text the book contains 201 pages of tables, index, 
&ec.” It should have been stated that as against 275 pages of text, 
the book contains 213 pages of tables and index, &c. The error has 
not been pointed out to us by the author or publishers, but our 
reviewer is anxious that it should be set right. 








Correspondence. 


The Admission of Solicitors. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 


Sir,—I, for one, heartily with Mr. Harvey Clifton in his 
desire to see the admission of solicitors attended with more ceremony 
than obtains at present, and I have no doubt there are many solicitors 
aud embryo solicitors who are in full sympathy with his suggestion. 

Would it be too much to ask Mr. Clifton if he can see his way to 
make some move in the matter by ascertaining the feelings of the 
profession and inviting suggestions with the view to a petition to the 
proper quarter ? 

Perhaps he would allow names, with suggestions, to be sent in to 
him, and he might in this way obtain a backing sufficient to justify 
bis approaching the Council of the Law Society with some confidence 
on this subject, which in my humble opinion is worthy of our warmest 
sympathy and heartiest support. CoNsTANT READER. 

Suffolk, Nov. 21. 





[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ]} 


Sir,—The profession owes a debt of gratitude to the writer under 
the above heading in your issue of the 19th inst., who has sounded a 
note that should rouse solicitors from the apathy with which they 
appear to regard matters of the greatest importance to the profes- 
*10n. 

There can be no doubt that some rational ceremonial attached to 
the admission of solicitors would give the young lawyer a higher 
conception of the duties he undertakes to perform, and tend both 
directly and indirectly to the elevation of the profession. 

That some alteration is desirable in the present system, by which 
the privilege of practising as a solicitor of the Supreme Court is 
purchased with as little, or even less, dignity than an article of mer- 
chandize, will be admitted by all who are desirous of raising the 
standard and increasing the dignity of the profession. Butin making 
alterations care must be taken to attain the happy mean between the 
useless and farcical ceremonial of the past and the total absence of it in 
the present. 

This, I think, would be done if the degree of Solicitor of the 
Supreme Court was conferred on the Law Society's graduates with 
some such ceremony as attends the presentation of degrees to 
graduates of the London University. J. P. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Jowrnal.] 
Sir,—I think some reform in the manner in which solicitors are 
admitted is much to be desired. It is the final step in the long and 
expensive trainmg for a solicitor’s career, and surely it should be 
marked in some way to denote its importance and to impress upon 
the erstwhile articled clerk that he is taking a big step, viz., from 
the ranks of the student to those of the practitioner. 
Mu h in the way of alteration has been effected at the Law Society 
of late, including a great increase in the expense of qualifying for the 
profession. Surely a little of the swollen revenue of the society 
might be used in directly benefiting the stud-nt by establishing some 
form of admission ceremony, and so compensating him in some degree 
for the increased expenditure required of him. JOHN ARUNDEL. 
23, Gratton-road, Kensington, W., Nov. 24. 


_—— 





An English author, since dead, once, says the Onlooker, sat next to Lord 
Brampton (when he was Sir Henry Hawkins) at a city dinner. The con- 
versation turned on death, and the judge confessed that he was afraid. 
**T am surprised to hear that, Sir Henry,’’ said his companion, thought- 
lessly, ‘‘ seeing how often you have inflicted it.’’ Ina second Sir Henry 
turned on him. ‘‘A most unwarrantable remark! A most improper 
remark! You have no right to say such a thing. I have been but the 
mouthpiece—the mouthpiece, I repeat, sir—of justice.” The unfortunate 





Repmas, Eeq., Barrister-at-Law. Butterworth & Co.; Shaw & 


| the judge never spoke a syllable to him for the rest of the meal. 


diner said that he was quite appalled at the storm he had provoked, and 
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Cases of the Week. 


Court of Appeal. 
JONES v. HUGHES. No. 2. 16th and 17th Nov. 


Loca AvrHorrry—Scnoot Tzacnoer—Dismissat— Notice Given Brrore 
Epvucation Act, 1902, Comes Intro Force—Exprration or Notice 
Arrex Act—Epvucation Act, 1902 (2 Ep. 7, c. 42), 8. 7 (1) (c). 

This was an appeal from a decision of Kekewich, J. The plaintiff was 
in 1889 appointed head master of the National school at Gwaensygor, near 
Prestatyn, in Flintshire, his appointment being terminable on three 
months’ notice. He was appointed by the then managers of the school 
under a trust deed. On the 6th of May, 1904, the then managers gave 
the plaintiff a notice in writing determining his engagement on the 9th of 
August. On the Ist of July, 1904, the Education Act, 1902, came into 
operation in Flintshire. Under section 6 (2) of the Act the managing body 
of the school became the four foundation ma: rs, who were identical 
with the manager, who in May had given the plaintiff notice, and two 
managers appointed by the local authority, which in this case was the 
Flintshire County Council. The foundation managers insisted that the 
plaintiff had been dismissed, and desired to exclude him from his office. 
The county council, on the other hand, desired that the plaintiff should 
continue in his office, and they continued to pay him his salary. They 
insisted that he could not be dismissed without their consent, relying on 
section 7, sub-section 1 (ec), of the Act. The present action was brought by 
the plaintiff for an injunction to restrain the defendants (the four 
foundation managers) from excluding him from the school. Bigham, J., 
sitting as Vacation Judge, granted an injunction extending over the Leng 
Vacation. The application was, after the commencement of the present 
sittings, renewed before Kekewich, J., who, after full argument, refused 
to continue the injunction, The plaintiff appealed. 

Tue Covrr (VavcHan Wiitiams, Romer, and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal. 

Vavenan Wiu1ams, I..J.—It seems to me that, whatever the rights may 
be under the statute, this action, which is brought against these four 
persons who are members of the body of management as it exists under the 
Act of 1902, is an action which ought not to have been brought. These 
gentlemen were not the original contracting parties, and they are not the 
whole body of management under the Act of 1902. I think, therefore, 
‘hat this action must be dismissed. The claim of the plaintiff is based on 
a contract ; and it is said that the notice which was given in May, two 
months before the Act came into operation, is ineffective. It is admitted 
that the notice was a good notice at the time when it was given ; and it is 
also admitted that at the termination of the three months mentioned in 
the notice the contract would come to an end by effluxion of time. The 
contract, then, alleged by the plaintiff was terminable on three months’ 
notice, which notice had in fact been given. If, therefore, the plaintiff 
bases his claim on the contract, the contract determined at the expira- 
tion of the three months’ notice. But it is said that this is not so, because 
the Act makes this provision by section 7, sub-section 1 (ce): ‘‘ The con- 
sent of the local educational authority shall be required to the 
appointment of teachers, but that consent shall not be withheld 
except on educational grounds; and the consent of the 
authority shall also be required to the dismissal of a teacher unless 
the dismissal be on grounds connected with the giving of religious instruc~- 
tion in the school.’’ It is said that these managers are dismissing this 
plaintiff at a date since the Act came into operation without the consent 
of the local education authority. In my opinion the plaintiff's term of 
service came to an end on the 9th of August, the day when the notice ran 
out, through notice having been given of the termination of the contract 
according to the terms of the contract. That being so, it is clear that the 
sub-section does not apply. I wish to guard myself from being supposed 
to express any opinion as to what is the position of the managers under the 
Act with regard to the contract which was made before the Act came into 
operation, how far the managers under the Act are or are not bound by 
this contract, or are or are not entitled to enforce it for all purposes. Also 
I express no opinion as to whether the new board of management, if they 
continue to employ a schoolmaster who was their teacher before the 
appointed day, and continue to pay him with moneys provided by the 
county council, the county council, knowing at the time they paid the 
money that he was the schoolmaster, would bs right in paying the school- 
master out of those moneys. In this case it is sufficient to say that the 
term of service under the contract determined by effluxion of time on the 
expiration of the notice. The decision of Kekewich, J., was right, and 
the appeal must: be dismissed. 

Romrr and Cozens-Harpy, L JJ., delivered judgments to the ‘same 
effect.—Counse., Low, K.C , and Lynn; P. O Lawrence, K.C., and Nutter. 
Soricrrors, Baker § Nairne; Crawley, Arnold, § Co. 

[Reported by J. I. Srratixe, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. } 


HOWARD v. PRESS PRINTERS CO. No. 2. 23rd Nov. 


Practicr —JNsunctTION—UNDERTAKING BY DerenpaNnt in Liev or Inavunc- 
TION —OROS8S*UNDERTAKING AS TO DAMAGES, 

This was an appeal, by leave of this court, from a decision of Farwell, 
J. (reported ante, p. 14), refusing the plaintiff's motion to vary the minutes 
of an order. The plaintiffs brought an action, and served notice of motion 
for an interim injunction, to restrain a nuisance caused by the defendants’ 
steam printing works. Before the motion was opened the parties’ 
solicitors came to an agreement in writing by which the defendants under- 
took not to work except at certain hours and on certain days, and such 
undertaking was embodied in the order in lieu of an injunction. In 








drawing up the order, the registrar inserted a cross-undertaking by the 
plaints as to damages. This the plaintiffs objected to as not having 

n mentioned in the agreement, and they moved to strike it out, but the 
learned judge refused to make an order, observing that it was the 
invariable practice in his court to consider such an undertaking as implied 
in such cases, and that if the plaintiffs had wished to exclude it from the 
agreement they should have done so expressly. 

Tue Covrr (VaveHan Wriiiams, Romer, and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ.) 
allowed the appeal. 

Vavuenan Wiis, L.J., said that, although an undertaking entered 
into with the court had the same effect as an injunction in so far as the 
consequences of infringing it were concerned, there was an essential 
difference between them, for the court could not, generally speaking, 
compel an undertaking to be given. The question in the present case was 
whether there was any practice which would warrant the court in saying 
that the plaintiffs, when they accepted the defendants’ undertaking, 
impliedly consented to give a cross-un . He was convinced that 
there was no such practice, though he would not say that in some cases 
the implication might not arise. 

Romer, L.J., would not say such an implication might not arise in some 
cases, but his experience was there was no general practice that whenever 
a defendant offered an undertaking a corresponding cross-undertaking 
was to be implied. There was a practice, and rightly, that when the 
court granted an interim injunction it was always on the terms, express or 
implied, that the plaintiff should undertake as to damages, and the reason 
was obvious; it might turn out at the trial that the injunction was 
wrong, and the object was to replace the defendant in the position he would 
have held'by recouping him for expenses incurred in obeying the injunction. 
But an undertaking offered by a defendant during the hearing was a 
voluntary act and might go beyond anything which the court would have 
ordered by injunction. What happened was that the parties arranged 
terms and the defendants offered an undertaking, and the court, on its 
attention being called thereto, neither heard the motion nor made an order 
thereon. Having regard to the nature of the motion and the form of the 
undertaking, his lordship could not gather that the plaintiff could have 
asked, or the court would have granted, an injunction corresponding with 
the undertaking given, nor could he assume against the plaintiffs that if 
the defendants had made the cross-undertaking a condition, the arrange- 
ment would have been carried through. No undertaking was to be implied 
under the circumstances, and the court had no power to insert one in the 
minutes. It must be struck out of the order. 

Cozens-Harpy, L.J., said that to imply a cross-undertaking in eve! 
case where an undertaking was given would be inconsistent with 
what was in fact a voluntary arrangement, and there was no 
exceptional reason for implication in the present case. It would be 
out of the question to make the plaintiffs liable for the loss which might 
be incurred by the defendants through their undertaking, going, 
as it did, beyond anything that was asked for by the notice of motion or 
that the court would have granted,—Covunset, Butcher, K.C., and R. J. 
Parker ; Upjohn, K.C., and Whinney. Soxrcrrors, Bircham & Co. ; Maye, 


Elder, § Co. 
{Reported by R. Hiut, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 


High Court—Chancery Division 


Re RYLAND’S GLASS CO. YORK, &c., BANK »v. THE COMPANY. 
Kekewich, J. 18th Nov. 

Comrany—Goops Svrrirep to Recerver—Creprror—Pxrioriry 
Adjourned summons. This summons was taken out by Messrs. Lely 
Bros., who had supplied goods to the company, for payment for the goods 
so supplied out of the assets of the debenture-holders. The facts were 
shortly as follows: On the 10th of March, 1904, the company was carrying 
on business, a receiver having been appointed by the debenture trustees 
under a power contained in the debenture trust deed. On that date 
Messrs. Lely Bros. supplied 10,000 mats to the company and took in pay- 
ment a bill for £270, which was duly accepted by the company. The goods 
were delivered on the 14th of March. On the 30th of March, this action 
having been commence], a receiver and manager was appointed by order 
of the court. The receiver, on his appointment, found that 8,000 out 
of the 10,000 mats remained undisposed of, and these he used 
in carrying on the business of the company for the purpose of realizing 
the debenture-holders’ security. There were practically no assets after 
satisfying the claims of the debenture-holders. It was argued on behalf 
of the applicants that whether the receiver is agent for the company, is a 
question of fact, and that in this case he was agent for the debenture- 
holders’ trustees. This being so, the trustees were liable, and had a right 
of indemnity against the debenture-holders’ assets, and it was contended 
that the applicants as creditors were entitled to stand in the shoes of the 
trustees: Re Oak Pits Colliery Co. (30 W. R. 759, 21 Ch. D. 322) and Re 
Lundy Granite Co. (19 W. R. 609, 6 Ch. App. 462). On behalf of the 
debenture-holders it was contended that they were really being asked to 
pay a debt of the company, and that it was necessary to shew that the 
trustees or receiver were liable at law: Gosling v. Gastell § Grocott (46 


W. R. 208; 1897, A. C, 575). 

Kexewicn, J., in giving jedgment, said: The bill was accepted and 
payable by the eo and it seems impossible that the receiver was 
personally liable. He purported to accept the bill as agent of the company 
and the agreement was really by the company. On the other hand, the 
applicants can get no payment by reason of the right of indemnity of the 
the trustees. First they must establish that the trustees were entitled to 
be indemnified ; that is a matter of account which it is impossible to 
determine in this action. Therefore their claim on this ground fails, But 


or Clan, 
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there is another ground of more importance. The summons reads as a 
claim on a bill, but something more really has to be decided. On the 30th 
of March a receiver or manager was appointed by the court. He found 
8,000 mats unused, and in exercise of his discretion took these, 
which had not been paid for, and applied them in carrying on 
the business in the interests of the debenture-holders. It seems to me 
impossible that heshould use them and not pay for them. If he had not 
found them, but had bought them, he would have to pay for them, and the 
sellers would have to be paid in priority to other creditors. The 
principle is laid down in the judgment of Lindley, L.J., in Re Oak Pits 
Colliery Co. (ubi supra). The liquidator must do what is honest and the 
assets of the debenture-holders must pay. The receiver might not have 
thought it necessary to use the mats, and in that case the applicants 
would have asked in vain, but he did not do that, he used them for the 

of the business and to assist in the realization of the debenture- 
Cale’ seswstty. The applicants must therefore be paid out of the 
debenture-holders’ assets as to 8,000 of the mats, the other 2,000 fall 
under the first part of my judgment.—Covunser, Martelli; Johnston. 
Sorrcrtors, Andrew Wood, Purves, § Sutton; W. B. Styer. 


[Reported by H. Woicorr Waryer, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 





High Court—King’s Bench Division. 
ASH +. NICHOLL. COX v. MERRIMAN. Div. Court. 19th Nov. 


RecistRaTion or Vorers—DrsqvaLiricaTion By Non-payMENT oF Poor 
Ratre—Orner Cuarces IncivpEp tn Poor Ratr—Non-payMent or Svucn 
Cuarces—Wuetner Invoivinc DisquaLiricATION—REPRESENTATION OF 
Prorre Act, 1867 (30 & 31 Vict. c. 112), s. 3. suB-section 3—MUNICIPAL 
Corporations Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vicr. c. 86), s. 9, suB-sEcTION 2 (D) 
AND (2). 

These cases were appeals from the revising barristers of Scarborough 
and the Eastern Division of Wiltshire, and raised the question whether the 
refusal by those persons known an “‘ passive resisters ’’ to pay such portion 
of the rate as is applied to the purposes of education involves their 
disqualification as voters. The facts of the cases are as follows: The 
borough of Scarborough is a Parliamentary and municipal borough, and 
has a borough fund, for which a borough rate is levied. A poor rate 
for the said borough for the year 1903-4 had been duly made and signed 
by the overseers, and been duly signed by the justices, and demand 
duly made upon the appellant. The poor rate included among other 
charges an education rate of one penny in the pound, and a burial rate of 
one penny and one balf-penny in the pound. The said education rate, 
and the said burial rate was not collected with the r rate for the sake 
convenience. The name of theappellent had been omitted by the overseers 
from the list of inhabitant householders on the ground that the poor rate 
on the qualifying property due on the 5th of January, 1904, had not been 
fully paid on or before the 20th of July, 1904. That on or before the said 
20th of July, 1904, the other ordinary occupiers, with the exception of the 
appellant and thirty-nine other persons, all of whom were known as 
‘* passive resisters’’ had bond fide paid all poor rates that had become 
payable by them in respect of the premises occupied by them up to the 
preceding 5th of January, 1904. The inhabitant householders’ list is made 
out in three divisions carrying the following franchises: (1) Both 
parliamentary and burgess, (2) parliamentary only, and (3) burgess 
only. It was admitted that the appellant had refused to pay, and 
had not paid the portion of the poor rate levied for the purpose 
of education in the borough of Scarborough, and that the amount of 1s. 6d. 
was due thereon on the 5th of January, 1904. Thirty-nine other persons 
claimed to be inserted in the said list under similar circumstances. Three 
points of law were taken: (a) That the education rate was not a poor 
rate, and that non-payment of poor rates alone, and no other rates, dis- 
qualified an inhabitant householder in a parliamentary and municipal 
division ; (+) that the education rate was not a borough rate for the purposes 
of the Education Acts ; (¢) that non-payment of the burial rate did not dis- 

= inhabitant householder in a parliamentary or municipal borough 

pa ing inserted in Division 1 of the list of voters. In regard to the 
first point the revising barrister decided that the education rate was 

d upon the poor rate and that the poor rate was one rate and 

indivisible. He aleo decided that payment of all borough rates as well as 

the poor rate on or before the 20th of July, 1904, was essential to registra- 
tion in Division 1 of the said list of inhabitant householders by section 3 of 
the Representation of the People Act, 1867, and as to the burgess franchise 

by section 9, sub-section 2 (d ¢), of the Municipal Corporations Act, 1867. 

On the second point he decided having regard to the words of section 

20 of the Education Act, 1902, that the education rate was a borough rate. 

On the third point it was contended that the burial rate was a separate 

rate, and that, as the amount, 14d. in the pound, exceeded the education 

rate by 4d. in the pound, it followed that the education rate had 
been f ~ | i The revising barrister decided that it was in the 
option the authorities to levy the burial rate either as a separate 
rate or as part of the general rate, and that in the present case it 
had been levied as a general rate the non-payment of which dis- 
qualified the appellant. He therefore disallowed all the appeals. 

n the second case the appellant Cox claimed tw bave his name inserted 

in the list of inhabitant householders in Division 1 as a parliamentary 

elector for the astern Division of Wiltshire and also as acounty parochial 
elector for that county. He resided at 24, Herd-street, Marlborough, and 
it was proved that the whole of the poor rate due on the 5th of January, 

194, had not been paid in respect of that house before the 20th of July, 

1904, as required, oratall. The trustees of the Primitive Methodist Church 


overseers for payment of the poor rate. The rates as demanded amounted 
to 6s. 0}d., made up of 4s. 6d., being the instalment of a rate made on 
the 20th of October, 1903, and 1s. 6}d., arrears of former rates. The 
owners paid on account 3s. 54d., leaving a balance of 1s. 11d., the rate 
having been reduced to 5s. 4d. by reason of the owners having com- 
pounded. The demand note shewed on the back how the rate of 1s. 6d. in 
the pound was made up. Relief of the 
guardians, 63d. ; county contributions, 10}d.; expenses of the overseers, 
1d.—ls. 6d. It was contended that the amount left unpaid was in respect 
of the rate for education, but no evidence was tendered in support of that 
contention. The revising barrister decided that the claimant had not paid 
the whole of the poor rate, and disallowed the claim, together with that 
of eight others, and ordered the appeals to be consolidated. 

Tuer Covrr (Lord Atverstonr, C.J., and Kennepy and Ruintey, JJ.) 
dismissed the appeals. 

Lord Atverstong, C.J.—On the substantial point raised here the court 
has no doubt. The contention, broadly, is that although a demand for 
payment of a poor rate has been made in proper form upon the persons 
liable to pay that rate, yet because that rate was made not only for poor 
rate properly so-called but also for other purposes which could not properly 
be so described, the ratepayer was at liberty to pay so much of the rate us 
was for poor rate properly so-called and to decline to pay the balance of 
the rate which was not for that purpose, and that by so doing he did not 
become disqualified to be upon the lists of parliamentary, county, or 
parochial electors. I do not think that a person can refuse to pay part 
of the rate. At any rate after 1867 the Municipal Corporations Act 
recognized the fact that the poor rate includes other charges. It seems 
to us clear that a ratepayer should not be able to embarrass the authorities 
by saying he would not pay the whole of the rate because he objected to 
the burial rate or some other rate. Our decision does not only deal with 
the particular objection raised by the appellants but applies equally to an 
objection under any other part of the poor rate.—CounseL, Cyrii Dodd, 
K.C., R. M. Montgomery; W. J. Jeeves. Souricrrors, Jaques § Co., for 
Richardson, Scarborough ; Lloyd-George, Roberts, § Co. 


| Reported by Atan Hoaa, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


R.v. HALE. C.C.R. 18th Nov. 


CriminaL Law—Prevention or Crvurtty to CHILDREN—NECESSITY OF 
ATTENDANCE OF CHILD—PREVENTION OF ORUELTY TO CHILDREN AcrT, 
1894 (57 & 58 Vict. c. 14), s. 16—Prevention or Crvuetty To CHILDREN 
Act, 1904 (4 Ep. 7 c. 15), s. 16. 


This was a case stated by Kennedy, J., at the Glamorgan Summer 
Assizes, when Ellen Hale was tried before him on an indictment which, in 
the first eight counts, charged her with offences under the Prevention of 
Cruelty to Children Act, 1894, s. 1, in regard. to four children of the ages 
respectively of twelve, seven, five, and three years. The prisoner was 
found guilty in respect ot all the children under these counts, except as 
regards the second count, as to which the judge held there was no evidence 
against the prisoner in relation to the eldest child. The indictments com- 
prised in these counts comprised charges against the prisoner, in regard to 
each child, of wilfully neglecting the child in such a manner likely to 
cause such child unnecessary injury and suffering to its health. None of 
the children were present in court, and none were called as witnesses for the 
prosecution. In the course of the trial the judge called attention to section 
16 of the Prevention of Cruelty to Children Act, 1894, and there was 
some discussion as to whether the effect of that section was or was not 
by necessary implication that a case under section 1 of the Act cannot 
be proceeded with and determined in the absence of the child in respect of 
whom the offence is alleged to have been committed, except under two 
conditions specified in section 16—namely, that the court is satisfied by 
the evidence of a medical practitioner that the attendance of the child 
would involve serious danger to its life or health, and the court is further 
satisfied that the evidence of the child is not essential to the case. No 
such evidence of a medical practitioner was given in the present case. 
This section has never received judicial interpretation, and the judge 
therefore, at the request of the counsel for the prisoner, stated this case. 
The question for the court was whether, under rection 16 of the Preven- 
tion of Cruelty to Children Act, 1894, the attendance of the child in 
re of whom the offence is alleged to have been committed is, except 
under the circumstances of exception therein specified, requisite and 
necessary in order that the case may be proceeded with and determined. 
If under the above circumstances the judge ougnt to have held that no case 
had been presented by the prosecution, the conviction was to be quashed, 
otherwise it was to stand. Section 16 of the Act of 1894 is now repealed 
and is replaced by section 16 of the Act of 1904, which provides that 
when the court is satisfied that the attendance of the child is not essential 
to the just hearing of the case its attendance may be dispensed with. For 
the prosecution it was contended that the section did not mean that the 
attendance of the child was essential, otherwise the defendant might keep 
the child away from the court. The prisoner was not represented. 

Tue Court (Lord Atvensronr, 0.J., and Lawnanc?, Kunnepy, Ripwey, 

and CuHannewi, JJ.) affirmed the conviction. 
Lord Atvexstronr, C.J.—Now this section bas been investigated, there is 
no doubt about it. It cannot be suggested that it meant that the child 
must in every case be present in court. That would be making a condition 
which does not exist in any other class of case. It was probably inserted 
in the prisoners’ interest, so that where a child's evidence was essential he 
must be called ; but if the child’s evidence were not essential he need not 
be called. To decide otherwise would be to read into the section the words 
“and in other cases the child must be present.’’—Counsen, Clarke Hall, 
Soricrron, W. Morton Phillips. 
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R. v. BRIDGWATER. C.C.R. 18th Nov. 


OrmanaL Law—Cnross-EXAMINATION OF PRISONER—QUESTIONS AS TO 
Previous Conviction—Wuen ApmisstBLE—CriminaL Law EvipEeNce 
AmenpMENT Act (61 & 62 Vicr. c. 36), 8. 1 (F). 

This was a case stated by the Recorder of Birmingham on the trial 
before him of Charles James Woolf, John Bridgwater, and Annie Bridg- 
water for stealing copper tape, the property of Slatter & Oo., on the 11th 
of October, and raised an important question as to the construction of 
section 1 (f) of the Criminal Law Evidence Act. The prisoner Woolf 
pleaded guilty, and the prisoner Annie Bridgwater was acquitted, under 
the direction of the recorder, on the ground that she was acting under 
the direct coercion of her husband. The facts of the case were as follows : 
John Bridgwater and his wife Annie were charged with having the copper 
tape in their possession well knowing it to be stolen. He then said he 
was working under instructions from Sergeant Moss. Sergeant-Moss gave 
evidence, and said he had no connection with John Bridgwater over any 
robbery from Slatter & Co., but he admitted he had told him, if asked to 
buy any metal he thought doubtful, not to buy it, but to let him know, in 
order to catch the thieves. John Bridgwater had also given him infor- 
mation, but never information that led to the arrest of anyone. 
The prisoner John Bridgwater gave evidence, and stated that he was 
acting under the instructions of Moss. He was then asked if he had been 
previously convicted, and replied in the affirmative. He was then asked 
what for, when counsel for the defence objected. The recorder held 
that the objection ought to have been taken before, and also held that 
the defence involved imputations on the character of Moss. The recorder 
directed the jury, if they believed the prisoner had reasonable grounds for 
thinking he was acting under instructions from Moss, to acquit him, if not, 
to find him guilty. The jury found the prisoner guilty, but the recorder 
postponed judgment and stated this case. The question for the opinion 
of the court was whether counsel for the prosecution was entitled to 
put the question above referred to. No counsel appeared on either side. 

Tue Covrr (Lord Atversrong, C.J., and Lawrance, Kennepy, Riptey, 
and CuaNNELL, JJ.) quashed the conviction. 

Lord Atverstong, U.J.—In the opinion of the court the conviction is 
bad. Section 1 (f) of the Criminal Law Evidence Amendment Act pro- 
vides that a person charged and called asa witness in pursuance of this Act 
shall not be asked, and if asked shall not be required to answer, any question 
tending to shew he has been convicted of any other offence unless, inter alia, 
the nature or conduct of the offence is such as to involve imputations 
on the character of the prosecutor or the witnesses for the prosecution. 
Raising a defence did not of itself involve casting an imputation on the 
character of the prosecutor, and all that was done here was to develop the 
defence that the prisoner was acting under Moss’s instructions, and it was 
so regarded by the recorder in his summing up to the jury. It must not 
be thought, though, that because prisoner’s counsel allowed such a ques- 
tion to be put, it could be relied upon afterwards as a ground for allowing 
the conviction to be quashed. If the recorder had told the jury to dis- 
regard the answer, we should not have interfered, but he did not, and it 
therefore appeared to the jury as if it were justified on the ground that the 
defence did come within the words of the section referred to. 

[Reported by Aan Hoaa, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


Solicitors’ Cases. 


COCKS v. B. 8. & G. Channell, J. 17th Nov. 
Lraniuiry ror Payment or Costs or SHortHAND WrRirers. 

We have been favoured with the following transcript of the judgment in 
this case : 

CHANNELL, J.—Upon the general question as to what is the understanding 
between solicitors and shorthand writers, as to whom it is that the short- 
hand writer is entitled to look to, I confess that I. personally have a very 
clear opinion that the understanding has been that the solicitor does make 
himself personally liable. Of course, it is quite true that he is an agent, 
and not only that, but he is known to be an agent. Nevertheless it strikes 
me it is always understood that this is one of those cases in which an agent 
does contract on his own responsibility; and then all that one knows 
about what has been decided and talked so very much about, the solicitor's 
right to get the money allowed in his bill of costs against his own chent— 
all that seems to involve that that is the understanding. Upon that I 
have had some evidence given to me by the plaintiff nimself, and one other 
witness ; and another witness was called befors me, and Mr Williams 
tells me he had a good many more. Upon that I thought I might shorten 
the case by saying ‘* That is my understanding of the matter,”’ as it 
certainly was. We cannot (as I said in the course of the case),’ be 
in the profession in various ways for forty years without knowing 
something about matters of that sort, As against it I have had no 
evidence at all, really I have had a slight sugges'ion from the defendants 
themselves, one of whom put it in a fairly practical kind of way, that he 
knows it is a matter of doubt; and that six people think one way and half 
a dozen people think the other. I daresay that it is a matter not agreed to 
quite by everybody ; but I confess, upon the evidence before me and upon 

red to hold that, unless there is an 


my own idea of such matters, I am prepa . 
ment, the shorthand writer is entitled to look to the solicitor who 


arran 
gives him the directions about the matter in the course of the cause, So 
much for that. I have evidence before me to that effect. I 


have none the other way, and in my own idea certainly is it would 
be so. Passing from that to what is the more difficult part of the 
case,—was there any special arrangement ; because, that being the tee, 
it follows, I should think, that any prudent solicitor who is thinking of 


having a shorthand note taken (and still more when he comes to have it tran- 
scribed, which causes a serious whereas the other is a very small one), 
would make some arrangement with the shorthand writer if he was not 
confident of getting his money himself. There is one thing that I have 
very little doubt is, if I may say so, a common habit (so that I may not 
use a word which has a legal significance, such as ‘‘ custom ’’), and that is 
this : with these gentlemen doing business together and one depending to 
some extent upon the favour of the other, it is not likely that a short- 
hand writer who is told by the solicitor: ‘‘ Well, do not bother about 
payment yet, I have not got my own money yet,’’ and who is asked to 
wait, would not, as a general rule, I should think, wait as a matter ef 
course. He would not inconvenience the man whom he holds responsible 
by asking him to pay money out of his own pocket before he got it 
from his own client, as 4 general rule; and consequently, no doubt, what 
happens as between the parties is that the shorthand writer’s claim very 
commonly stands over until the bill is either paid or just about to be 
aid, being taxed most likely, or just before the taxation, when there is 
ope of getting it after the taxation on producing vouchers to the master. 
That happens, but still the understanding is that the solicitor is personally 
liable. In this case I have a good deal of difficulty in deciding upon the 
evidence as to whether or not there was a special in made. Mr. 
Cocks telis me very clearly there was nothing of the kind, and he is quite 
positive about it. Of course, I should trust that if there was no reason 
to the contrary (and I do not say I do not), but I will deal with the evidence 
presently. Of course, there is a possibility, inasmuch as we hear he has 
been seriously ill, that his memory might have been at fault in a matter of 
thet kind. He has been apparently seriously ill for some time; and so if 
one had got fairly satisfactory evidence on the other side of a outs 
bargain having been made against him I should come to the conclusion 
then (without his desiring at all to deceive me), that his memory was at 
fauit in such a matter, probably in consequence of his illness. That would 
be a natural state of things; but when I come to consider the evidence on 
the other side I must say I do not think that it is satisfactory. There are 
a great many interviews spoken to, but the bill is sent in to the defendants 
charging them as the parties liable, and if they had made a special bargain 
with Mr. Cocks that he should not look to them, and. made it in conse- 
quence of Mr. Cocks having told them that he did look to another firm of 
solicitors, I should think the very first thing they would have done when 
that bill was sent in would have been to send it back to him and say: 
‘* We told you you were not to look to us ; you have sent in a bill shewing 
that you do look to us; you must alter that; we will do our best to get 
the money from the client, but we will not take the bill on an under- 
standing contrary to what was understood betwen us.’’ But they do not 
do that. What they did was, they used it to try to get their clients to pay 
them money on account, and they used it by saying: ‘“‘ The shorth 
writer is pressing us for the amount which he says we are liable to him 
for ; please pay us the money in consequence of that’’—that is to say, in 
consequence of our being liable. That is what that letter of January, 1904, 
means. It is not admissible in evidence without consent; but there it is; 
and when one gets behind the facts one finds they are treating themselves 
as liable. They put it in their bill of costs, no doubt, in a somewhat am- 
biguous way ; they put it at the end as a se matter, and undoubtedly 
they do put it (in both places where it is entered) in the column proper to 
out-of-pockets, and not in the other column ; but the important matter as 
between themselves and their own clients is that they treat themselves as 
the persons liable. Then one has got to consider w is the case as to 
who is liable if the solicitors are not; and when one comes to try to find 
that out, there is the greatest possible difficulty. I suggested as a sort of 
test of bona fides that somebody was liable, and that somebody should pay 
now, if there were plenty of money (as was said), because that would 
have proved the thing was bond fide. I did not get the test of bona fides, 
and I must say I do not consider the evidence particularly satisfactory. 
Under these circumstances I see nothing to be done except t» give juag- 
ment for the plaintiff. I ought to point out, as I have al y pomted 
out, that the real important part in the employment of a shorthand 
writer is the transcript; it is the transcript which is the heavy expense. 
When counsel are asked ‘‘ Shall we have a shorthand note, do you think it 
is necessary,”’ the answer always is—‘* Yes, have a note taken, it doesn’t 
cost much, and when the time comes you cau say whether you will have a 
traascript or not,’’—and then is the time when the solicitor goes to his 
client, and if he knows the law of taxation he says to him,—‘* Well now, 
what do you think? It will help us very much in succeeding. Counsel 
want to have it; but you must recollect it will cost a deal and you 
probably will not get it out of the other side.” That is what takes place 
at the important time when it is n to incur the heavy expense of 
getting out a transcript. There is not a single syllable sugg-sted in this 
case of anything of that sort having happened. ere Was no comauni- 
cation proved at that time. On the contrary, what is proved is that the 
solicitors inquire how much it will be, grumble, and hesitate a little bit 
about the amount it costs, and eventually send a letter directing it t» be 
made, without a suggestion that is to be made at the expense of the 
client. That is the really important part of the case; and I think it 
adds very much to my view in reference to the rest I think the case is 
stronger as to the heavy items of the transcript: but I thivk they carry 
the rest, and the result is that the plaintiff must have judgment for the 


amount he claime. 


Mr, Justice Bray has accepted an invitation to dine with the Souta- 
Eastern Circuit Bar Mess at the Trocadero Restaurant, on Thursday, Lith 
of December, at 7.45. Members of the mess intending to be present are 
requested to comauuicate with the Junior, Mr, T. Close Smith, Gold- 





smith-building, Temple, E.C, 
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: Law Societies. 


United Law Society. 


Nov. 21.—Mr. H. Dale Double in the chair.—Mr. E. 8. Cox-Sinclair 
moved : ‘‘ That the recent decisipn of the House of Lords in the case of the 
Scotch Churches was not in accordance with the law.’’ Mr. Forder 
Lampard opposed. The speakers were Messrs. Steel (visitor), Neville 
Tebbutt, LL.B., W. 8. Glyn Jones, and F. O. Clutton. Mr. Cox-Sinclair 
having left the house, Mr. H. OC. Bickmore replied. The motion was 
carrjed. 





Law Students’ Journal. 


Calls to the Bar. 


The following gentlemen have been called to the bar :— 

Lixcoin’s-rxn.—A. P. Pierre; Manohar Lal, Punjab Univ., M.A., and 
St. John’s Coll., Camb., B.A., Whewell scholar in international law, 
Camb. ; Har Kishan Singh, Punjab Univ..and St. John’s Coll., Camb., 
B.A.; H. 8. Wood-Smith, Hertford Coll., Oxford, B.A.; J. L. Denison, 
New Coll., Oxford, B.A.; H. B.S. Banning, Jesus Coll., Camb., B.A. ; 
C. W. Carrington, Uriel Coll., Oxford, B.A.; C. H. C. Noad, C.C.C., 
Oxford, B.A.; Tha-Hnyin, F.C.S., Calcutta Univ., B.A.; L. H. Elphin- 
stone, Trin. Coll., Camb., B.A. ; H. 8. Howard, Trin. Coll., Camb., B.A. ; 
C. C. Barker, Univ. Coll., Oxford, B.A.; E.T. Nelson, St. John’s Coll., 
Oxford, B.A. 

Inner Tempie.—A. B. Keith, B.A., Oxford, certificate of honour, 
Michaelmas Term, 1904; L. P. Ebden, B.A., Camb.; 8. Hicks, Royal 
Univ. of Ireland; F. C. Thomson, B.A., Oxford; T. H. Parry, B.A., 
LL.B., Camb.; G, H. R. Pauling, Oxford; W. Hedley, B.A., Camb. ; 
E. Ll. Ll. Gibbon, B A., Camb.; R. Asquith, B.A., Oxford; V. R. 
Aronson, B.A., Oxford ; T. Wing, M.A., Camb. ; G. H. Williams, B.A., 
Oxford; A. M. Vanderby), B.A., Camb.; H. E. Bellringer, B.A., 
Oxford; C. E. , M.A., Oxford; J. H. W. Fulton, B.A., Camb. ; 
J. G. Auret, B.A., Oxford; H. S. Bompas, B.A., Camb.; A. E. LI. 
Maunsell, B.A., LL.B., Camb ; N.S. Reyntiens; W. H. Beveridge, B.A , 
Oxford; E. P. Carter, B.A., Oxford; H. A. Hay, B.A., Camb.; J. E. 
Biney ; R. M. C. Munro, B.A., Camb.; W. G. Warren Hastings, B.A., 
Oxford; R. A. Gordon, M.A., Camb.; and H. L. Hopkinson, M.A 
LL.B., Camb. 

Mippie Tewpite.—G. W. Lloyd, 1.L.B., London, C. F. 8. Oehme, H. H. 
d’Egville, D. Hagley, Kizbakepat Palat Madhava Menon, B.A., Madras 
Univ., A. Raphaely, A. B. Whitfield, B.A., Oxon., Iyotish Chandra 
Mukerjea, A. G. Mattey, LL.B., London Univ., F. R. Standfast, M.A., 
London Univ., Coravanda Nanjappah Muttannah, W. J .Wynn, C. F. Du 
Croz, K. A. Unthank, B.A., Hertford Coll., Oxford, L. A. R. M. 
d’Unienville, 8S. F. Isitt, R. W. Draper, K. Ll. Preedy, and W. B. M. 
Whitaker, A M., Dublin Univ., barrister-at-law, King's Inns, Dublin. 

Gray’s-1xn.—S. A. Clarke, B.A., Lincoln Coll., Oxford ; E. G. Jellicoe, 
a member of the New Zealand bar, formerly a solicitor; Mass Thajoon 
Akbar, B.A., LL B., late scholar, exhibitioner, and Rodwell Law prize- 
man, Emmanuel Coll., Camb.. scholar of the Government of Ceylon ; 
L. J. Cornish, B.A., late exhibitioner in Modern History, Lincoln Coll., 
Oxford ; E. H. Harris, of his Majesty’s Inland Revenue ; Syed Mohammed 
Zarif, Mirza Jalaluddin, and H. L. Riley, formerly a solicitor, LL.B., 
Victoria Univ., Manchester. 


~~ 





Law Students’ Societies. 


Law Stupexts’ Dezatrne Socrety.—Nov. 22.—Chairman, Mr. E. B. 
Ames.—The subject for debate was: ‘‘ That this house is of opinion that the 
so-called Yellow Peri] is a delusion, and welcomes the establishment of a 
strong military power in the Far East.” Mr. G. W. Powers opened in the 
affirmative; Mr. J. M. Myers opened in the negative. The following 
members also spoke : Mesers. Pleadwell, Menzies, Croom Joknston, Scott 
Duckers, and Knowles. Mr. Powers having replied, the motion was lost 
by five votes. 








In the course of the hearing of an action in the High Court, on 
Wednesday, before Mr. Justice Ridley, says the Daily Graphic, certain 
evidence taken on commission was read. One of the witnesses examined 
was set down as having said he was unable to answer certain questions 

to him, because he had not ‘‘ the memory of an angel.”” Mr. Justice 

i : “Ido not know that an angel has a good memory.’’ Counsel 
(Mr. Cagney): ‘‘ The recording angel has, my lord.” 

On Friday, the 18th inst., being the grand day of Michaelmas term at 
Gray's-inn, the Treasurer (Mr. Thomas Terrell, KC.) and the Masters of 
the Bench entertained at dinner the following guests: The Right Hon. 
Lord Macnaghten, G.C.M.G., the Right Hon. Lord Justice Cozens- 
Hardy, the Hon. Mr. Justice Kekewicn, Sir Douglas Straight, the 
Treasurer of the Hon. Society of the Middle Temple (Mr. A. Dauney), the 
President of the Law Society (Mr. Thomas Rawle), Mr. Watson Cheyne, 
C.B., F.RS., Mr. F. Carruthers Gould, Mr. George E. Armstrong, Mr. 
ay Seared Jones, Mr. Henry L. Florence, and Mr. Edward Bevan. 
The hers present, in addition to the Treasurer, were: Lord Ash- 
bourne. Mr. Mulligan, K.C.. Mr. Matinson, K.C., Mr. Lewis Coward, 
K.C., Mr. C. A. Russell, K.C., Mr. Reader Harris, K.C., Mr. Barnard, 
Mr. H. EB. Duke, K.C., M.P., Mr. H. F. Manisty, K.C., Mr, Edward 
Clayton, with the Preacher (the Rev. R. J. Wletcher, M.A.). 





Obituary. 
Mr. A. Henry. 


Mr, Alexander Henry, barrister-at-law, died very suddenly on the 18th 
inst. He was standing in the Lord Chief Justice’s court when he suddenly 
fell to the floor, and on being conveyed to King’s College Hospital life 
was found to be extinct. Mr. Henry was the son of the Rev. Alexander 
Henry, of Kingsmill, in the county of Armagh. He was educated at the 
Queen’s University, in Ireland, and at the University of London, where he 
took the degree of LL.B. He obtained a certificate of honour of the first 
class at the Bar Examination; and was called to the bar in 1865. He 
joined the Northern Circuit, and was for some time tutor of jurisprudence 
and international Jaw tc the Inns of Court, and subsequently professor of 
jurisprudence and Indian law at University College, London. He was 
subsequently appointed Recorder of Carlisle. He was the author of a 
work on ‘ Jurisprudence or the Science of Law.”’ 


Mr. H. Bickersteth 


Mr. Hugh Bickersteth, solicitor, died very suddenly at his residence at 
Hampstead. He was the third son of the Right Rev. E. M. Bickersteth, 
D.D., formerly Bishop of Exeter, and was admitted in 1882. He became 
a member of the firm of Messrs. Ellis, Bickersteth, & Eliis, of 78, Basing- 
hall-street, London, and was widely known as an admirabie man of 
business. At Hampstead he was greatly respected, and took an active 
part in benevolent and ecclesiastical work. His funeral which took place 
on Wednesday week, was very largely attended. 








Legal News. 


Appointments. 


Mr. G. H. B. Kenricx, LL.D., barrister-at-law, has been appointed 
a Member of the Joint Board of Examiners appointed by the four Inns 
of Court for Conducting the Examination of Candidates Previous to 
Admission to an Inn of Court, in succession to the late Mr. Edmund 
Macrory, K.C. 





Changes in Partnerships. 
Dissolutions. 


Arxotp Summers Munns, Jonn Spencer Lonepen, Arnonp Evwarp 
Munys, and Hvucu Sctmmers Munns, solicitors (Munns & Longden), 8, 
Old Jewry, London. Oct. 31. So far as regards the said John Spencer 
Longden. [ Gazette, Nov. 18. 

Epwarp Asuiry Pianr and Joserps Gerorcre Barcray, solicitors 
(Sheldon, Plant, & Barclay), Bradley Green, Congleton, and Macclesfied. 
Sept. 29. [ Gazette, Nov. 22 





Information Required. 


The Rev. Canon Jonn Suir (deceased).—Any persons having in their 
possession deeds belonging to the Rev. John Smith, Prebendary Canon of 
Salisbury Cathedral, and formerly Vicar of Motcombe, Dorset (who died 
at Shaftesbury, on the 5th of May, 1904), and relating to his Marriage 
Settlement, dated the 5th of May, 1852, or to property at Bassenthwaite, 
Cumberland, or Kington Magna, Dorset, are requested to communicate 
with the undersigned. Dated this 22nd day of November, 1904. 
Burridge, Kent, & Forrester, solicitors, Shaftesbury and Gillingham. 





General. 


The benchers of Lincoln’s-inn have presented to the Prince of Wales 
an old Irish silver cup, as a memorial of his treasurership of the inn. 


Yet another _ biography is, says the Globe, to be written. A well- 
known writer, who was once a practising member of the bar, has, we are 
informed, undertaken to write a life of the late Mr. Hopwood, K.C. 


In connection with the Solicitors’ Managing Clerks’ Association a lecture 
will be delivered on Monday, the 28th of November, 1904, in the Middle 
Temple Hall, by Mr. Jonn Duncan, M.A., LL.B, the subject being 
** Practical Hints on the Conduct of Accident Cases.’’ The chair will be 
taken at seven o’clock by his Honour Judge Tindal Atkinson. 


It is announced that in consequence of the continued progress of Lad 
Channell towards recovery from ber recent illnesg, Mr. Justice Channel 
has left town for the Gloucester Assizes on the Oxford Circuit, in succession 
to Mr. Justice A. T. Lawrence. Mr. Justice Channell will go to the 
remaining places on the circuit, and wi!] ultimately join Mr. Justice 
Bucknill at Birmingham on Saturday, the 10th of December next. 


As Mr. Justice Bucknill was being driven in his robes from the Leicester 
Town Hall on Monday, the two horses drawing his carriage slipped on the 
snow covering the wood pavement. ‘The animals plunged and became 
entangled in the harness in a most extraordinary way. The judge had 
— i alighted from the carriage when one of the horses freed itself 

lted, Mr. Justice Bucknill suffered no injury, and drove off in 
another carrigge, 
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At a recent meeting of the Inns of Court Bar Library Committee, Royal 
Courts of Justice, the following resolution was passed: ‘ That the 
members of this committee desire to express their sincere regret at the 
untimely death of their late chairman, Mr. F. A. Inderwick, K.C., and to 
record their appreciation of the great services he rendered to this library, 
and their admiration of the long career of a distinguished advocate, a 
learned author, and a faithful friend.’’ Mr. Alexander Dauney has been 
unanimously elected chairman in Mr. Inderwick's place, and Mr. Bargrave 
Deane, K.C., has been elected a member of the committee. 


On taking his seat at the Old Bailey, on the 21st inst., Mr. Justice 
Grantham said he had had complaints—and not for the first time—from 
professional people, doctors, and others who were witnesses in cases of 
the way in which they were detained in this court. He was bound to say 
that he thought that their complaint was justified. Cases were put in the 
list day after day when those controlling them ought to know that there 
was no chance of their being reached. He quite agreed with the Clerk of 
Arraigns (Mr. H. K. Avory), who said that if solicitors would only make 
inquiries as to the chances of their cases being reached he was satisfied 
that much inconvenience would be avoided. The bar also might do much 
to assist solicitors in the inquiries. 

At the Leicester Assizes, on Monday, before Mr. Justice Bucknill, in 
passing sentence on a prisoner, says the Times, called attention to the fact 
that the man had been in prison awaiting trial for two months. The 
magistrates, no doubt, had exercised the discretion which they possessed, 
but be could not understand why the prisoner was not let out on bail, 
even if sureties were not forthcoming. He was au old man, living in a 
village, and escape was practically impossible. ‘The result had been that 
the man had already served a longer term of imprisonment than he (the 
judge) should have given him, in ail the circumstances, for the offence of 
which he had been found guilty. As it was, he should not send the man 
back to prison, but pass the nominal sentence of one day’s imprisonment. 
He greatly regretted that the prisoner had been kept in gaol. 


In charging the grand jury at the Exeter Assizes, Mr. Justice Wills, again 
referring to the Poor Prisoners’ Defence Act, said (according to the Zimes) : 
There was one other thing he wished to point out. The clerk of assize 
was directed to make out a list of solicitors and counsel who were willing 
to give their assistavce to the carrying out of the Act, and by the rules he 
had to send these lists to the various petty sessional courts on the circuit. 
This, he said, had involved the writing by the clerk of aesize of some 250 
letters on the present circuit. There were at present very few gentlemen 
who had given their names, but the number was increasing since the 
circuit began. Mr. Read, the clerk of assize, every time a fresh name was 
added had to write thirty letters; and the Act of Parliament had made no 
provision for any extra remuneration ; and even the fifty letters he had to 
stamp himself, which meant that on that item alone he was a sovereign 
out of pocket. 


The destination of the Great Seal in the event of the present Government 
going out of office continues, say the Standard, to be a subject of specula- 
tion. In other days, when the selection of any particular candidate pre- 
sented difficulty the Great Seal was boldly put “in commission,” and tor 
@ moment a Lord Chancellor was dispensed with. This occurred in 1835, 
when Lord Melbourne, on returning to power, found that his Cabinet were 
against the re-appointment of Lord Brougham. For more than eight 
months Sir 0. C. Pepys, M.R., 8. L. Shadwell, V.C., and Sir J. B. 
Bosanquet, J., were Commissioners of the Great Seal. It was only after 
Lord St. Leonards had published a satirical pamphlet, entitled ** What 
has become of the Great Seal? ”’ that the first-named commissioner was 
improved into Lord Chancellor. And the Great seal was in commission 
again in 1850, between the death of Lord Cottenham and the appointment 
of Lord Truro. 


On the 18th inst., says the Times, Mr. W. Pickford, K.C., was formally 
installed as Recorder of Liverpool at the city sessions, held in St. George’s 
Hall, in presence of a large attendance of magistrates, city councillors, 
members of the bar, solicitors, corporation officials, and others. The 
recorder having made his declaration, took his seat amid applause. ‘Ihe 
Lord Mayor said eighteen years of ago there was a similar gathering with 
respect to the late Mr. Hopwood, in respect to whose memory they had 
very kind thonghts. In behalf of the city council he had much pleasure 
in bidding Mr. Pickford welcome on his appointment, and observed that 
the representative gathering present was the best testimony to the general 
satisfaction with which the appointment had been received. Other 
congratulatory speeches followed, and the recorder, in reply, suitably 
expressed his aknowledgments for the welcome accorded to him. 


At the Lewes Assizes, on Wednesday, before Mr. Justice Bigham, 
Arthur Hasnip, solicitor’s clerk, pleaded ‘Guilty’ to six indictments 
charging him with torging and uttering various mortgages, conveyances, 
and cheques, at Hastings. Counsel for the prosecution, says the Zimes, 
said that the prisoner had been convicted of almost identica! offences at 
Worcester Assizes, in November, 1892, when he was sentenced by Mr. 
Justice Day to twelve months’ hard labour. Subsequently the prisones 
and prosecutor were fellow-clerks in the employment of a solicitor named 
Atkiuson at Hastings. In 1901 Atkinson became bankrupt and absconded, 
and Mr. Ray, the remap took over his business, retaming the services 
of the prisoner, Taking advantage of his knowledge of the affairs of Mr. 
Ray’s clients and of that gentleman's trust in him, the prisoner had torged 
conveyances of two mortgages purporting to have been executed by a Mrs. 
Marchant, and had also forged every document and signature necessary to 
enable him to put into his own pocket two sums of £600 and £250. Mr, 
Justice Bigham described the case asa icularly bad one, as the prisoner's 


ago, was almost iden‘ical in character. The public must be protected from 


such dangerous persuns, and the pri 
for five years, ” - € prisoner must now go into penal servitude 








Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rota or Registrars iv ATTENDANCE oN 












Date. Emercency Aprgzat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justi 
ae pe rr No. 2. Kexkewica. jon 
mday, Nov... . R. Leach Mr. Beal Mr. Pemberton Mr. Gresw 
fw al +s .29 Godfrey Carrington Jackson x — 
beeen y 30 Carrington Beal Pemberton Greswell 
bere y; + Beal Carrington Jackson Church 
ho ne . 2 Jackson Beal Pemberton Greswell 
turlay we B Pemberton Carrington Jackson Church 

Date Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr, Justice 
i Buck.ey. Joyce. Swinres Eapy. WarerneGroy. 
onday, Nov. -..23 Mr. Godfrey Mr. W.Leach Mr. Farmer i 
Ts 28 sacl ievesiensiel 29 > Leach Theed i -_ Foner 
odfrey W. Leach Farmer Church 
R. Leach Theed King Gomed? 
Godfrey W. Leach Farmer Theed 
R. Leach theed i W. Leach 





The Property Mart. 


Sale of the Ensuing Week 


Dec. 1.—Messrs. H. E. Fosrzr & Craxriexp, at the Mart, at 2: 
wet yy 4 , 
'o a Moiety of £1,125 23 Cent. Consols ; lady aged 69. Solicitor, G. H. Stein- 
tom, i. tain . a 


Toa Moiety of £9,776 on Mortgage ; two ladies aged 83 and 55. Solicit Messrs 
- = — eae ngen & Parnell, Chepaton. mses ‘ 
‘o olds ite, value £2,145 ; y aged 66, subject t< y 
Solicitors, Mesers. Blair & Seddon, Manchester. ewaskepens 
To Two Freehold Houses. 25 and 27, Artesiun-road, Westbourne-grove, W.; 
gentleman aged 60. Solicitors, Messrs. Ingle, Holmes, Sons. & Pott, London.’ 
To One-forty-tourth of a Trust Fund value £113,307 188. 1d.; lady aged 58. 
. Peon ppg ae —- A ee London. 
'o One- a Trust , Railway P. & O. Stocks, value £ : 
aged 60, Solicitors, Mes-rs. Campbell & Baird, London’ ened 
POLICIES for £1,700, £1,000, £1 000, £1,000, £1,000, £500. Solicita , Mes ’ 
Taylor, & Tryon, London, and Evan Lake, Esq., Gravessad.. —_— 
SHARES: 230 Shares of £5, fully paid, in the Cavendish Mortgage Co. (Limited), 105 
Ordinary Shares of £1 cach, fully paid. and 875 Fite ser Cent’ Pato 
of £1 each in the Educational Supply Association (Limited). Solicitors, 
Messrs. Ingle, Holmes, Sons, & Pott, London. 
(See advercisements, this week, back page.) 
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Winding-up Notices. 
London Gasette.—Frivay, Noy. 18. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luorsp in Caancery. 


Seanemeee Ba 4 a 2 ped Tounnatene —Creditors are required, 

or before . eir names and iculars of 

claims, to Edmund Heisch, 18, 8 Heien’s pl ee ee 

Crewes Ruaopesia Devecorment Co, Luutrep—Creditors are uired 
31. to send their names and addresses, and the coukans of dhate 

John Barrett Lennard, 5 and 6, Broad st av. 

liquidator 


Fawerrt Stream Sarr Co, Lnnrep (1s Votuntary Liquipatiox)—Creditors are 
on or berore Dec 31, to send in their names ad > ulars their 
debts or claims, to George Norman Monkhouse, 75, Church st, West artlepool 
H A Gizsox, Lourrep —Petn for winding up, presented Nov 16, directed to be heard Nov 
29. Wrensted & Hind, Queen Victoria st, solors for petner. Notice of eppearing must 
reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Nov 28 
Keard that Camas enh Satounen end Ga yuntiodas of Galante aiden toler 
eir names . e i bts or claims, to 
Lanham, 7, 8t. Mildred ct, Bank eee 
Mexixcovet Coturerigs, Lunrep—Peta for winding up, p ted Nov 14, directed to be 
a ae. J.,on = _ ae & Co, ee in, for Ingiedew 
& » Cardy ors for petner. ice of appearing must the above-named 
later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Noy 21 ait - 
Mercury Newspaper and Pusiisuine Co, Luarep—Creditors are required, on or before 
Deo 19, to send their names and addresses to Henry Clare Bryon, 90-1, Queen st 
Petuam Ciraytor & Co, Laurrsp—Petn for winding up, ted Nov 12, directed to be 
heard before Warrington, J, on Noy 2. oe x ro Old Jewry, sulore for 
petners. Notice of appearing must reach the later than 6 o'clock im the 
atternoon of Nov 28 
Sin Hiram Maxm Exvecraicat axyp Exerveraine Co, Lorrep—Peta for winding up, 
i ry sthport age ye ee Sop pt > eyo pm he | 
Bini , Sut or . must reach 
not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Nov 28 


ot Sy Supers Base ayy hy presented Nov 16, directed 
to eard Nov ‘tehouse fe ‘ouse, ewry. Nowece of appearing 
suas veneh the ebove-aeaned oeb later then 6 0'dheck: ta the afterneen of Nov 38 


Wictiam Wacker & Sons, Oruxy, Lumrrep (mx Ligurpatron), incorporated Deo 1, 19°0, 

and has since transferred its assets an1 undertaki Dearing the sm © 
uired, on or before Deo 16. 
eir debts or claims, to William Martello Gray, District 


as 


pop ox to 
le & Co, Broad st House, solors 


ost 








name—Creditors are 
and the i of 
ford 


Witiias Witiamws & Co, Liurrep—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 1, to send 
th and addressos, and the particulars of their debts or claima, to Randall & Oo, 





previous offence, when he obtained £500, although committed twelve years 





eir names 
2, Nolton st, Bridgend, solors for liquidator 
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Wootrrr Bricx Co, Lnnrep—Petn for winding up, presented Nov 12, directed to be heard 
Nov 29. Rising & Ravenscroft, King William st, Mansion House, solors for petners. 
Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon 
of Nov 28 

Usuimitep tn CHANCERY. 


Jaurs Steet & Co—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 17, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John Merrett Wade, 
5, Fenwick st, Liverpool 


London Gazette.—Tunspay, Nov. 22. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Loutep my CHANCERY. 


Jacxson’s Patent Syypicate, Limrtep—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 10, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Duncan 
Rogers, 38, Holborn viaduct 

J 8 Oates, Liuitep—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 20, to send their names and 
addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to G H Tyler, Newton chmbrs, 
43, Cannon st, Birmingham. Hayes, Birmingham, solor for liquidator 

J H Vickers, Lint zp—Petn for winding up, directed to be heard Dec 1 at the County 
Court House, St Peter's gate, Nottingham. Wells & Hind, Nottingham, solors for 
petners. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 in the 
afternoon of Noy 30 

Patrext Weatuer-Proor Wixpow Co, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or befor® 
Dee 24 to send in their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to William Martello Gray, District Bank chmbrs, Bradford. Wright & Co, Bradford, 
solors for liquidator 

Patrotevy On. Trust Listtep - Creditors are required, on or before Dec 31. to send their 
names and adresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Tansley Witt, 
40, Chancery lane. Lumley & Lumley, Old Jewry chmbrs, solors for liquidators 

Rossespate Mixerzat Water Co, Limtrep—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 1 
to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to James’ 
Henry Lord, Bank bidgs, Bacup 


Us LmMitrep 1x CHANCERY. 


IsGersout v. CLanke (Trading as the Star Carriage and Motor Co, Clapham)—Creditors are 
required,on or before Dec 6, to send in their names and addresses, and the particulars of 
theirdebts or claims. to Robert James Ward, 2, Clement’s inn Leighton & Savory 
Clement’s inn, solors to receiver . 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day or Crarm. 
London Gaszette.—Twuespay, Nov. 22. 


Arkissos, Joas, Park In, Bone Setter, RCVS Jan 14 Atkinson vy Atkinson, Kekewich, J 
Pope, Grecian chmbrs, Devereux ct, Temple 





Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day or Ciarm. 
London Gazette.—Featwayr, Nov. 18. 


Atizs, Joszeu, Harrogate Dec16 Raworth, Harrogate 
AxmsTzaD, Grorcz, Burnley, Auctioneer Dec 17 Finch & Co, Blackpool 


Amevia, Upper Norwood Dec3i Finch & Turner, Cannon st 
» Wii11am, Bavensthorpe, Yorks, Tailor Jan 1 Gledhill, Dewsbury 
reg ae a Essex Deel2 frehearne, Chancery In 

, Newcastle upon Tyne Dec 3: Wilkinson & Marshall, Newcastle u T. 
Lewis, Thaxted. Essex, Feilmonger Dec 24 Gush & Co, Finsbury devas - 
, Auy, Canterbury Jan 1 Gardner, Canterbury 
» Witiian,. Exmouth Dec31 Eland & Co, Trafalgar aq 
Borreewortn, Jauns, Sheffield, Builder Dec 31 Bowman & Firth, Sheffield 
Cazer, Samm, — Sussex, Wheelwright Dec5 Dawes & Co, Rye 

o gasces Magia, Edgbaston, Birmin Dee 20 Rvland & Co, B 

Craex, Karz, Bournemouth Jan2 M ~~ 74 Bournemouih hein 
Same, Aticy Asutox, Heaton, or Bolton Dec 21 Halliwell & Halliwell, Darwen 
Corer, Wittiax, Sydenham Dec31 Crosse & Sons, Lancaster pl, Strand 
Caastere, Ruse, Halifax Deel Dey, Halifax 


Doseiz, Joux, Ripon, Yorks Dec15 Dawes, Middlesbrough 


Exiis, Wiiiiam, Ely, Cambridge Draper Dec i6 Masser & Cu, Nottingha 
, Ely, ge : _ wt & Co, Not ™m 
Evass, Taoxas. County Lunatic Asylum, Prestwich, Lancs ‘Dec 19° Crofton & Co, 
“ , 








Frericr, Grorce Hzxey, Sutton, Dai Dec 12 Draces & Att) ills 
F sercure, Jaure, Bolton, Pawnbroker Dec 24 Dowling & Co, Bolton ws 
Ganacas, Eowixs Caetriasvs, Adelaide rd, South Ham Te 
Bettoe Py, Sarees ly pstead, Merchant Dec 19 
rAuMER, Satan Aus Haxwan, Bradfield, Easex Decl9 8 mt, i 
Gouvuwes. Joux Precn, Upper Norwood Deci7 Finch qk’ hg me my | — 
Hauureros, 6atsn, Handsworth. Staffs Deci6 Be tall & Co, Birminzha 
a Wistiax  (crmemtes Sheffield, Electro Plate Gauufestuses Dee 23 Smith 
Lad 

Harvey, Jourrn  Thurgarton Notts. Farmer Dee 14 Vox & Manning, Notti 

, ‘ 5 OKA. | e , Nottingha 
Hescock. towaxr, Sparkbrook, Birmingham, Gun Filer Dee 15 Jeffery & Co, Birming- 


Hearee, June, Bi . Dairyman Declé Restall & Co, Birmi 
Hitz, “nances, ee Nov Barlow, Nottingham seater 
Howtasy, Ricnano, Capel & Mary, *uffolk, Farmer :14 Jomelyn & Sons, Ipswich 

, howent, Bpttistary, Dorset, Grocer Dec 15 Dibben, West Borough, Wimborne 
Isaac, Joszrn, Ipewich Dec? Tarner & Tarner, I pawich 
Kacruaxs, Brevenr, & James's. Auctieer Dec 24 Beaurmont & © 

. ’ ’ ’ , 40, Chancery In 

Kise, ea ee Volham, Beerhouse Retailer Dec 15 Cooney, Normand 
Kixceecer, Bicnsny Asonew, Overtom rd, Brixton, Solicitor Dec 18 Kingsbury & 


* m8 
Kasrr, Grom Liverpoo’ rd Islington, Htockbroker Dee 22 Burchel 
: ke Ml, Wat 
Kwarr, Manz, LiverpwA rt, tdingiom Dee 22 Burch M, Watling st. » Watling a 





Lz Tatu, Wir1iam James, Hackenthorpe, Beighton, Derby Feb 1° Alderson & Co, 
Sheffield 


Lewis. Bensamrn, Manor st, Clapham Dec 23 Brash & Co, Paternoster row 
Macquezen, Marius Aprian, Calcutta Jan5 Stephenson & Co, Lombard st 
Marrey. Ann, Edith rd, West Kensington Dec 81 Atkinson & Dresser, Finsbury sq 
Mas: enson, Apa AGngs. Hove,nr Brighton Nov 25 Mobberley, Lye, nr stourbridge 
Mitioy, Caagues. Cockfield, Durham Nov 24 Jennings, Bishop Auckland 
Morcan, WiLL1am Tsomas, Liandovery, Carmarthen Dec 24 Phillips, Llandovery 
Mos.iey, Hersert, Sevenoaks Dec 20 Sanderson & Co, Queen Victoria st 


Norton, Gzorce, Kingston Hill, Surrey Dec 31 Bloxam & Co, Lincoln's inn fields 
Norrer, Lavra, Deal Jani Byfield & Son, Stone bidgs, Lincoln’s inn 
Oversury, WALTER, Norwich, Solicitor Dec 19 Overbury & Co, Norwich 

Pace, ALBERT, Poplar Dec19 Synnot, Manningtree, Essex 

Percu, THEOPHILUS JouN, Doncaster, Tailor Dec 22 Jacobs & Dixon, Hull 
Porter, Evizasetu, Halifax Dec31 J E& EH Hill, Halifax 

Poster, Samvurt, Halifax Dec3i J E& EH Hill, Halifax 

Powis, Mary, Keadng Dec15 Knapp & Co, Buckingham gate, W- stminster 
Price, Ratpa Georce, Hyde Park gins Dec 21 Parson & Uo, Lime st 
Raprorp, Henry, Belvedere, Erith, Kent Feb1 Chancellor & Ridley, Dartmouth 
Rrpgovt, Mary, Calcott ct, Brondesbury Dec19 Irvine & Co, Mark ln 

Riptey, JAmes, Seggersley, Eilenhall, Staffs Dec14 Lea, Eccleshall 


Scorer, Aurrep, Upper Hamiltonter, Middlesex Dec 15 Knapp & Co, Buckingham gate 

Seaprook, EvizaBeTu, Bedford Dec16 Tanqueray, Woburn, KSO. B-ds 

Sparsuort, ALBERT Epwix Swiruix, Birmingham Dec 15 Ryland & Co, Birmingham 

eens) ~emeae Jouy Rosert, Hove, Sussex Jan1 Ixe & Pembertons, Lincoln's 
inn fie 

Street, Taomas Louis, Bournemouth Dec 20 Rawlins & Rawlins, Bournemouth 

Tuomas, WiLL1AM Heyry, Gloucester gdns, Bayswater, Bank Manager Dec 31 Betteley, 
Surrey st, Victoria Embankment 

Toriiss, Witu1am, Chesterfield, Timber Merchant Dec 31 Gratt»n, Chesterfield 

Tozer, ALBERT Epwarp, Meerut, India Dec 22 Burchell, Watling s; 

Tozer, Grorae, Plaistow, Essex Dec 22 Burchell, Watling st 

Turtox, Wiii1a4M, Hale, Lancs, Farmer Dec 20 Banks & Co, Liverpool 

Watss, Epwarp Morton, Fairholme rd, West Kensington Dec 17 Brown & Co, 
Abingdon st, Westminster 

Wasp, Jony, Llandudno Dec9_ Bone, Llandudno - 

Wienno_t, Wiit1am, Brighton Dec16 Payne & Co, New sq, Lincoln's inn 

Wi.urams, Epwiy, Tylorstown, Glam, Wine Merchant Dec17 Davies, Porth 


London Gazette —Turspay, Nov 22. 


Arsstey, JoserH, Hebron Village, nr Morpeth, Northumberland, Farmer Dec 20 
Maughan & Hall, Newcastle upon Tyne 

Barty, Rosert Mason, Mostyn rd, Brixton Dec 31 Hutchison & Cuff, Chancery In 

Baker, Tuomas, East Grinstead Dec 24 Norton & Co, Old Broad st 

Barker, WiLL1AM, Hulme, Manchester, Butcher Dec 20 Warbur ton, Manchester 

Bewsamin, MatiLpa, Cheriton sq, Balham Dec 23 Wells, Croydon 

Benvett, Joun, Bradford Dec15 Ratcliffe & Durrance, Bradford 

BenvyeEtt, Sori, Southend on Sea Dec17 B & F Tolhurst & Cox, Southend on Sea 

Bossey, Francis, Redhill, Surrey, MD Dec 31 Head & Co, Reigate 

Burros, Gzorce, Lydd, Kent, Butcher Dec 3t Hallett & o, Ashford 

Campset, Evizaseta, Leamington, Warwick Dec22 Barber, Nottingham 

Cass, Erura, Birtle, nr Bury, Farmer Dec 23 Butcher & Barton, Bury 

Cooper, WiLL1Am Tuomas, Cardiff Dec 31 Linton & Son, Cardiff 

Cox, Josuua, Harbledown House, nr Canterbury Feb 16 Godden, Canterbury 

Crowruer, SELina Pairziar, Anstey, Leicester Dec7 Jones, Haverfordwest 

Curniz, James McMuraica, Hampstead, Merchant Dec31 Lyell & Betenson, Raymond 
bldgs, Gray’s inn 

Dansie, Georcz, West Thurrock, Essex, Carpenter Dec 24 Capron & C), Grays, Essex 

Davies, Howe.l, Mydrim, Carmarthen Jan1 Stephens, Carmarthen 

Earwaker, Ricnarp, Westmeon, Southampton Jan1 Spencer, Nottingham 

Epwagps, WiLu14M, Kirkiey, Suffolk Jani Martin, Gt Yarmouth 

Famaniss, CaTHeRine, Sandwich, Kent Dec 24 Emmerson & Co, Sandwich 

Foxpes, Marcaszt M, Grosvenor gdns Dec 4 Richardson & Co, Suffolk st, Pall Mall 
East 


Gorpos, ALEXANDER Atrwoop, Woodpath, Southsea, Hants, Lieutenant R N Dec 24 
Westbury & Co. Old Broad st 
GavuypLes, Epmonp, Chorlton on Medlock, Lancs Jan19 Brett & Co, Manchester 


Hauuerr, Harry. High st, Bloomsbury, Coach Lace {Manufacturer Dec 29 Brunskill, Gt 
James ot, Bedford row : 

Hitt, Jouy, Norwich Dec 31 Stevens & Co, Norwich 

Hisior, Asnie Exizanern, Cardiff Dec31 David & Evans, Cardiff 

Horwoop, Cuaries Henry, K C, Essex ct, Temple Jan 2 Hopwood & Sons, South sq 
Gray’s inn 

Hucues, Cuances, Aberhafesn, Montgomery, Farmer Dec 24 lowell, Newtown 


Joyce, Jous Heyay, Ladbroke gdns, Notting Hill Dec20 Nye & Treacher, Brighton 
Lawcasutse, Hensext, Nottingham, Hosiery Manufacturer Jan 2 Jno Jas Spencer, 
‘Notti 


Leceart, Ricuarp Backxnouse, Frederick st, Gray’s inn rd Dec 19 Emmerson & Co, 
Sandwich 


Mussanep, Hewny, Margate Dec10 Boys & Maughan, Margate 
Napier, Rev Farpenicx Parker, Bournemouth Dec3i Parkyn, John st, Bedford row 
Newros,Cuartes Reap, Kurseong, Bengal, India, Civil Engineer Dec 31 Bower & Co, 
ream’s age, cery In 
Newros, E.tis Wouter, Aberdare, Glam, Auctioneer Dec 15 Whitehouse, Birming- 
ha 


m 
Nieto, Witiiam, sen, Talke, Staffe, Farmer Dec15 Hollinshead, Tunstall 
Oxcuaap, Tuomas, Aldbourn, Wilts, Chairmaker Dec 25 Phelps, Ramsbury, Wilts 


Parkes, Hexvert, Redland, Bristol. Draper Dec 21 Spofforth, Bristol 
Paice, Baten Geonce, Hyde Park gdos Dec2t Parson & Oo, Lime st 


Bavace, Faxpenicx, ALynep Savage, or BSavace & Bons, Winchester, Builders Dac 31 
Bailey 


inchester 
Suewtos, Eowaup, Buxton, Derby, Slate Merchant Jan2 Gadsby & Coxon, Derby 
ana. By aed New York, Wildmore, Lincs, Merchant Dec 15 Smith & Co, 
urblng . 
Sisson, GronGEe, Plawsworth Grove, ne Chester le Street, Durham Dec 7 Arnott & Co, 
Newcastle upon Tyne 
Suatiwoov, Many Geatkupe, Buckiogham gate, Westminster Dec 31 Mawby, Norfolk 


at, Bu 
Surrmson, Tuomas Aupey, Kingston upon Hull Dec 31 Holden & Oo, Kingston upon 


a 
Sraxvixe, Ertex, Upper Long Ditton Jan7 Herbert, Cork st, Burlington gdns 
Tassivonn, Joszen Huxay, Redrath, Cornwall Nov 40 Benneits, Truro 


Wacxaiss, Banan Ann, Burnham on Crouch Dec 16 Gepp & Bons, Chelmsford 

WALKER, Lvpra, Bienheim crescent, Ladbroke grove Dec 81 Wright & Co, Lincoln's 
inn fle! 

Wrionr, Janus Jackson, Rochdale, Grocer’s Traveller Dec 1 Monks & Co, Bolton 


Yuanos, Jou, Yeadon, Yorks Dec 22 Newstead & (Mo, Otley 
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Bankruptcy Notices. 


Loadon Gasette.—Faipay, Nov. 18. 
RECEIVING ORDEBS. 


Baitey, Axprew, Wyld2 Green, Warwick, Boot Factor 
Birmingham Pet Nov12 O:d Nov 12 
Barauest, Jous Tuomas Kexiicx, Brownhills, Staffs, 
Clothier Walsall Pet Nov14 Ord Novl4 
Bour.pEN, Dexis, Bearsted, Kent, Beerhouse Keeper Maid- 
stone Pet Nov 15 Ord Nov 15 
Bows, G A, Walthamstow, Builder High Court Pet 
Oct 26 Ord Nov 15 
BrocKLeaurst, WiLtiAM Henry, Devonshire sq, Bishops- 
te st Without, Merchant High Court Pet Oct 18 
rd Nov 15 
Coumwa, RicHAnv, Willesden Green, Builder High Court 
Pet Aug 20 Ord Nov 14 
Comper, Henry, Stratford, Cowkeeper High Court Pet 
Nov 15 Ord Nov 15 
Cook, H, Bow, Boot Manufacturer High Court Pet Oct 20 
Ord Nov 14 
Corke, Roszrt Simmons, Southend on Sea, Ironmonger 
Chelmsford Pet Nov 14 Ord Nov 14 
Dossy, WiLu1Am, Knaresbro’, Yorks, Grocer York Pet 
Nov 14 Ord’ Nov 14 
Doucuty, Jouy, Stockton on Tees, Slate Merchant Stock- 
ton on Tees Pet Novi2 Ord Nov 12 
Faces, Cuartiz Ropcer, Lutterworth, Etnaster, Shoeing 
Smith Leicester Pet Nov16 Ord Nov 1 
Fanrxitt, Joun Epwix, Leeds Leeds Pet Nov 12 Ord 
Nov 12 
Feampron, Wituiam Jons, Blackpool, Fruiterer Preston 
Pet Nov 16 Ord Nov 16 
Gairrirus, Cxciuta, Ystrad, Rhondda, Glam, Hotel 
Proprietress Pontypridd *Pet Nov 4 Ord Nov 15 
Hotiuway, ALICE ~— Bristol, Grocer Bristol Pet 
Novis Ord Novi 
Horkiys, Pe rotbwvig Victoria av, East Ham, Builder 
High Court Pet Novié Ord Nov 16 
Ksv1t, Major M E, Stirling st, Montpelier sq High Court 
Pet Oct 4 Ord Nov 16 
Mc Avstan’, James, Watling st High Court Pet Sept 21 
Ord Nov 16 
Stance. G 8 J, Croydon Croydon Pet Oct 27 Ord 
Nov 1 
Mituean, Wittiam Jonny, Gorton, Grocer Manchester 
Pet Nov 14 Ord Nov 14 
Mowxman, Esnest, W1LL1amM Smiru, ALBERT WADDINGTON, 
and Grorce Henry Norwoop, Leeds, Woollen Manu- 
facturers Leeds Pet Nuv 38 Ord Nov 12 
Moovy, Mary, Newcastle on fyne, Fruiterer Newcastle 
on Tyne Pet Nov 14 Ord Noy 14 
Nayuor, Ben, Leeds Leeds Pet Nov12 Ord Nov 12 
Owens, KichARD Lipstong, Lower Clapton rd High Court 
vet Oct 20 Ord Nov 16 
Parnuam, Frank, Aberaman, Aberdare, Glam, Stoker 
Aberdare Pet Nov15 Ord Nov 15 
Penains, Horace Henry, Walsall, General Caster Wal- 
sall Pet Novl1l Ord Nov 14 
Posrit, Atrrep, Leeds, Brass Founder Leeds Pet Nov 
14 Ord Nov 14 
Roserts, Freperick Groror, St Mary, Haverfordwest, 
on Merchant Pembioke Dock Pet Novié Ord 
Nov 16 
Surra, ALBERT, West Bridgford, Notts Nottingham Pet 
. ay 4 Ord Nov.14 
air, Witt1am, New Basford, Nottingham, Baker Notti 
ham Pet Nov 10 Ord Nov ii ; endl 
Srart, Damien Jony, Plymouth Senate Keeper 
Plymovth Pet Nov 16 Ord Nov 1 
Sumves, Wii11AM, Liverpool, Electrical i Liverpool 
Pet Oct 21 Ord Nov 14 
TayLor, Wuraip, Carlton, Notts, Batcher's Assistant 
Nottingbam Pet Nov15 Ord Nov 15 
TessuTt, Hexsexr Sansom, Northampton, Tailor North- 
ampton Pet Nov16 Ord Nov 15 
Tuomas, Epwanrp, Liaoguicke, Glam, Grocer Aberavon 
Pet Nov 14 Ord Nov l4 
Tuompson, Geoace Gerais, Pontypridd, Baker Pontypridd 
Pet Nov 11 Ord Nov Ll 
Tinker, Georcr Austin, Abbey Wood, Kent, Farmer 
Rochester Pet Oct 26 Ord Nov 14 
Waastarr, Ernest Gronos, Budna, nr Sandy, Beds, 
Farmer Bedtord Pet Nov15 Ord Nov 15 
WIickinson, Frepraick Bearpsei., Huddersfield, Tobacco- 
nist Huddersfield Pet Nov 14. Ord Nov 14 
Wi..tiams, M & M, Handsworth, Staffs, Milliners Bir- 
mingham Pet Oct 2% Ord NoWi6 
Wooprorrz, Groxce Heyry, Leicester Leicester Pat 
Nov 16 Ord Nov 16 
Wontane, Waxter Jouy, Leeds Leeds Pet Novi15 Ori 
ov 15 


Amended notice substituted for that Eeeae in 
the London Gazette of Nov 1 
Hampros, James, South Norwvod, Builder "Croydon Pet 
ang3 Ord Nov 8 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Ausrin, Cuarites, Abbey Wood, Kent, Farmer Nov 28 at 
12 115, High st, Rochester 

Brat vont Tix P are Co, Tus, Morriston, Glam, Tin Plate 
Manufacturers Nov 30 at 2.30 Muokworth Hotel, 
High st, Swansea 

Bovtves, Denis, Bearsted, Kent, Beerhouse Keeper Nov 
3O at ‘ul 9, King st, Maid-tone 

Bows, @ A, Walthumstow, Builder Deo 9 at 12 Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Oarey ot 

Brapuuny, Faspeaicx, Kidderminster, Worcester, Grocer 
Nov wat 11 Utt Reo, 199, Woiverbampton st, idudley 

Brockinavast, Wuaiam Haenay, Devonshire og, Lasaope- 
gute at Without, Meronant Deo 1 at 12 lcruptey 

oe bid, . Oarey ot - cal 

1.08, Henny, Swansea, eotri Jinouen Nov 2 at 

11,30 Bankrupwy bidge, Cary 

Cotmna, Ricuarp, Chapter rd, V \eeden Green, JBuilder 


ru gs, Carey st 
Coon at” Bow’ Boot Manufacturer Nov 29 at 1 Bank- | 
ruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
couma q% Old dill, 


Off Rec, 193, Wolverhamptun st, Dudley 
Dossy, teed Knaresburough, Yorks, % Sue Nov 28 


Dootey, James, Tooting, Bulder Nov 28 at 12,30 24, 
Railway app, i a ag 

Epmunps, Joun. Fa thwark, Chemist Nuv 

28atil Bankru; peay Bids, Garey 

farNILL, Jonn Epwis, 4 A Novy 29 at 11 Off Rec, 22, 
Park row, Leeds 

Fow er, Wiruias Henry, Portsmouth, Laundry Proprietor 

pont ae Off Ree, ‘Cambridge june, High st, Poris- | 

mout 

Guiover, Frank, Nottingham 9 29 at 12 Off Rec, 4, ! 

Castle pl, Park st, Nottin 

Gur, JosEPH, Gt Grimsby 

Osborne st, Gt Grimsby 

qv, Frank, Leominster, Grocer Nov 2 at 10 4, 

we, Treforest, =. Mason Nov 29 at 12 
135, High st, Merthyr Tyd 

Hamurron, Joun Groves, M Prison, Birmingham Nov 

28 at 12 174, Corporation st, Birmingham 

Hampton, Jamus South Norwood, Builder Nov 28 at 11 3) 

24, Railway app, London Bndge 

Hopazs, Freperick Joun, Worcester, Jockey Nov 26 at 


1l 45, Copeo! st, Worcester 

Hous, a ‘ciddinetes, Oxford, Blacksmith Nov 28 at 
12  Aldates, Oxford 

Masy, ae, Briage st, Westminster Nov 28 at 11 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Monxman, EKenest, Witiiam Suira, ALBERT WADDINGTON, 
GEORGE Henry Norwoop, Leeds, Woollea Mana: 
facturers Nov 29 at 11.30 Off Rec, 22, Park row, 








+ 26 at 11 Off Rec, 15, 


8 

Moopy, Mary, Newcastle on Tyne, Fruiterer Nov 29 at 12 
Off Ree, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on Tyne 

Muzeex, G-E 'B, Kirkbymoorside, Yorks Nov 23 at 11 
Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesbrough 

NAyior, Bex, Leeds Nov @atil Off Rec, 22, Park row, 


Nostox, "Jaume Samvet, Gt Yarmouth, Baking Powder 
——— urer Nov 28 at 12.30 Off Rec, 8, King st. 


rwich 

Oxpsuey, Hesey Janez, Kmgbton, Radaor, Butcher Nov 
26 at12 2, Offa st, ‘Hereford 

Porritt, A.rrep, Leeds, Brass Founder Nov 28 at 11 39 
Off Rev, 22, Park row, Leeds 

7 ERNEST Hesry, Aberdare, Haird Nov 28 at 2 

35, Hign st, Merthyr Tydfil 

on Gzorce WALTER, Ashbourne, Derby, Tailor Nov 
26 at 11 Off Rec, 47, Full st, Derby 

Row.anp, WV R, Phillimore pl, ‘Kensington Nov 28 at 11 
Bankruptcy ew, > , Carey st 

Sart, Evizasera, Jvhn st, Edgware rd Nov 30 at 12 

ruptey bidgs, Carey st 

Suernerp, Davin, HM Prison, Cardiff, Chartered 
Accountant Nov 2#ati2 117, 8t st, Cardiff 

Tsompson, Grorcs Gerate, Pontypridd, er Nov 30 at 
12 135, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Wa kven, Exnest WILuiaM, } ~y Cheshire, Estate 
Agent Nov 28at3 O/f Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Waite, Harry om a, Highgate Hilti Nov 3v at lt 
Bankruptcy treed 

beta oe ARTHUR ViLuram “Hampstead, Physician Nov 
30 at2,30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey s 

Woouiey, Waurer Joux, Leeds Nov 30 at 11 Off Rec, 


22, Park row, Leeds 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
Baker, Wituiam Jonux, and Cuaries CLARK, Yeovil, 
Builders Yeovil Pet Oct 21 Ord Nov 15 
Batuusst, Jun Tuomas Ke.itcx, Brownhills, Staffs, 
Clothier Walsali Pet Nov 14 Ord Nov i4 
Boutpsx, Desis, sears Kent, Beerhouse Keeper 
Maidstone Pet Nov 15 Ord Nov 15 
Comesr, Henry, Strattord, Cowkeeper High Court Pet 
Nov 15 Ord Nov 15 
Corker, Roserr Simons, Southend > Sea, Ironmonger 
Cheimsford Pet Nov 14 Ord Nov 1 
Cox, Epuuap Ley, Brewer st, Victoria High Court Pet 
May 25 Ora Nov 8 
Datu, Jonx, Barrow mm Furness, [ronwonger Barrow in 
Furness Pet Oct7 Ord Nov 14 
Dossy, Witiram, Knaresbro’, Yorks, Grocer York Pet 
Nov 4 Ord Nov 14 
Doveutry, Joux, Stockton on Tees, Slate Merchant 
Stockton on Tees Pet Novi2 Ord Nov 18 
Facer, Cuan.ix Ropesa, Lutterworth, Leicester, Shoring 
Smith Leicester Pet Nov16 Ord Nov 16 
Faanint, Joun Evwis, Leeds Leeds Pet Nov 12 Oni 


Nov 16 

Fut, Wins am, Leeds, Builder Leeds Pet Oct 18 Ord 
Novy l4 

Frampron, Wruutam Joax, Blackpool, Fruiterer Preston 
Pet Nov 16 Ord Nov is 

Fuanivau., FJ Vincent, Walton on Thames, Auctioneer 

h Court Pet Augll Oni Nov il 

Ginny, Wittiam Hewry, Cosheston, Pembroke, Farmer 
Pembroke Dock Pet Oct 20 Onl Nov M4 

Goutpgn, Joun, Shettield, Builder phetlield Pot Oct 17 
Ord Nov 15 

Harais, > Luton, Beds, Baker Luton Pet Nov s 
Ord Nov l4 

Hint Jaxx, North Shields, Ale | eee Neweastle on 

me Pet Nov8 Ord Nov 1 

Hovers, Farorarcx Jon, Sore Jockey Worcester 
Pe. Oct 81 Ord Nov 16 

Horxins, Cnatsroruer, East Ham, Builder High Court 
Pet Noy «6 Ord Nov 16 

Marrunws, Epwiy, Pewsey, Wilts, Baker Swindon Pet 
Out 4 Ord Nov lé 

Mit.teay, bt Joux, Gorton, Grocer Manchest r 
Pet Nov 14 Ord Nov 15 

Moxxmax, Baxest, Wituian Surra, Acusar Wapotreros, 

Gronek Hexry Norwoop, teeds, Woollen 








Nov 20 at 12 Bunkrupwy bidys, Carey ot 





ComBER, sy <a ry Cowkeeper Nov 28at1 Bank- | Moopy, Mar 
Mries, STEPHEN ALFRED, 


at 3 OS Eee, B < Rous, Dansembe pi, Yok | Pans 





Manufacturers Leeds Pet Nov 12 Ord Nov 2 


Newcastle on omy Fruiterer Newcastle 
on Tyne 5 ys 14 Ord 14 


Bromiey, Builder Croydon Pet 
pt8 Ord Nov 10 


Se 
Staffs, Grocer Nov 29 at 11.30 | Nayion, Ben, Leeds Leeds Pet Novil2 Ord Nov 12 
Nicao.as, Epwanp Ky ~ 
Chestertieid Ord. Nov 16 


Faavx, aberaman, Aberdare, Stoker Aberdare 
Pet Nov 15 Ord Nov 


i a Soeete xr, ¥ Walsall, General Caster Walsall 
et 
Leeds, Brass Founder Leeds Pet Nov 

Scuneiwer, Georce, ip In, Commercial Agent High 
Court Pet Oct 6 Oat tor 16 

ee ~ 1 3 We Forest Gate High Court Pet Sept 13 

ov 14 

Surtn, Ausert, West Bridgford, Notts Nottingham Pet 

8 mor eg’ Basford, Nottingham, Baker 

MITH, aoe New 

ora Nottingham Pet Nov 10 Ord Nov 15 

jratT, Danie, Joay, 
eeper Plymouth * peeltor 16” Ord Nov 16 

Sypewnam, Wiiuiam Hewry, and Agrsur SypEsHAx, 
Weston Mare, Ironmongers Bridgwater Pet 
Nov 5 Nov 16 

Taytor, Witraep, Carlton, Notts, Butcher’s Assistant 
Nottingham Pet Nov 15 Ord Nov 15 

Tuomas, Kpwagp, Gwauncaegurwea, icke, Glam, 
Gr.cer Neath and Aberavon Pet Nov 14 Oud 
ov 14 

Tessutt, Hersert Sansox. Northampton, Tailor North- 
ampton Pet Nov 15 Ord Nov 15 

Tuompson, Grorce Gexaiz, Pontypridd, Baker Pontypridd 
Pet Nov 11 Ord Nov 11 

Wacuo.ipes, Mayer, Cannon st rd, Middlesex, Woollen 
Merchant High Court Pet Oc.15 Ord Nov 14 

Wacsrarr, Exxest Grorce. ua, mr sandy, Beds, 
Farmer Bedford Pet Nov15 Ord Nov 15 

Wuitesive, Hexay, W.ndsworth rd, Lambeth, Baker 
High Court Pet Nov7 Ord Nov 15 

Witkixsox, Freperick Bearpsett, Hudderstield, Tobac- 
conist Huddersfield Pet Nov i4 Ord Nov l4 

Wooprorre, Gzorcz Henry, Leicester Leicester Pet Nov 
16 Ord Nov 16 

d heey Warer Jous, Leeds Leeds Pet Novi5 Ord 
Nov 15 

Younc, Pamir, Duke st, Aldgate, Licensed Victualler 
High Court Pet Nov 10 Noy lo 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 

Van Homnicu, Peter Jous, Robertsbridge, Sussex, Medical 
Pracutioner Hastings Adjud Sept 11, 1903 Annul 
Oct 24, 1904 

Londom  Gazette.—Tvuxsvay, Nov. 22. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


ALLsorr, Groace, jun, Coventry, Fish Salesman Coventry 
Pet Nov 16 Ord Nov 16 

—— Joux, Sutton, 8t Helens, Lancs, Farmer Liver- 
poul Pet Nov 17 ‘Ord Nov 17 

Axprews, Faepgrick Jouy, Farnham, Pork Butcher 
Guildford 


Pet Novi6 Ord Nov 16 
Cooke, Tuomas, jun, Reading, Clotmer Reading Pet 
Nov 10 Ord Nov 17 
Cups Mary Aww, York, Lodging house Keeper York 
et Nov i8 Ord Nov 18 
Coane Tuomas, Woodgrange rd, oy Gate, Plumber 
Court Pet Nov19 Ord Nov I 


Dernixs, NATHAN, = cresceat, Notting Hill, Com- 
— Travelier High Cours Pet Nov 18 Ord 
‘ov is 


D’Ovty, Sir Waenen Hastixes, Bart, Manor pl, Padding- 
ton High Court Pet Sept 23 Ord Now is 

Eneuisu, Anrave Percy, Ipswich, Baker Ipswich Pet 
Novi? Ord Nov 17 

Frowzrs, Taomas, Jomxs Warmax, and Wittram Ros, 
Earl's’ Barton, N Boot Manufactare:s 
Northampton Pet Oct 2¢ Ord Nov 19 

Formax, Tuomas Wrii1am, Bali's Pond :d, Islington, Boot 
Dealer ighCourt Pet Oct3i Oni Nov Is 

Gisss, WALTER, Faversham, Kent, General Dealer Canter- 

Pet Novi9 Ord nok 19 


Gorpox, R Huytiy, Pordand pl High Court 
Pet Sept 23 Ord Nov 18 

Haraisox, Groner, chmbrs, Queen 
baa st, Grechoveber high Court PetOtis O.d 

ev 18 

Harvey, Artavr W, Bromley, Kent Croydon Pet Jan 
lt Ord Nov 16 

Hvuisox, Witt1am, Leeds, Carting Agent Leeds Pet Nov 
47. «Ord Nov 17 


Keat, Nurseryman 





Iurett, Leoxagp Epwix, Swanley, 
Roch: Pet Nov 18° Ord Novis 

Instxy, Jossrn, Woodville, Derby, Burton oa Trent 

; Pet Nov v2 Od Nov | ~~ a 

‘onzs, Evay, B th inter Aberystwyth 
Pet Nov 17 Ord Nov 17 

Jonrs, Ricwarp, een, Labourer Portmadoc Pet 
Novs Ord Nov 18 

Josry, Ruvoirs Avager Tree ey, Glam, Blind Manufec- 
turer Pontypridd t Novis Ord Nov 18 

Kispey, Josera, Bas! Bristol, 
Pet’ _ Ww ‘Ona tort an . 

Kyeex, Jaugs, Ne on », Provision Importer 
Neweastie on Tyne Pet Nov IT Ord Nov 17 

Lo yronvurst, Airasp Laoxarp, Poole, Grocer Poole Pet 
Nov 17 a. Nov a 

Paxsoxs, Hernear, Wruas Hexav Srext, Gt 
= phelford, € — Cambriige Pet Oct 2B Od 

ov 19 

Payng, Atasnr Viovor, Coventry, Licensed Victualler 
Coventry Pet Nov is Ont Nov 18 

Pixe, Quannes, Neath, Gam, Coal Vendor Aberavon Pet 
Nov Ld R .. Ww 

Rares, C Kent, Confectioner Canter- 

pet Nov 16 Ord Now 16 
Benne, James, Gloucester Gloucester Pet Now it Ord 
jov 17 
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MERRYWEATHERS’ “ VALIANT od ‘STEAM 
PUMP AT WORK. 


Write for Illustrated 


MERRYWEATHER 


On FIRE PROTECTION and WATER SUPPLY 
To COUNTRY 


MERRYWEATHER & SONS, 63, LONG AGRE, W.C.. LONDON, 


FIRE ENGINE MAKERS TO HM. THE KING. 


MANSIONS, ESTATES, &c. 


The ‘‘ VALIANT’? is adapted fur every kind of 
Pumping Work, including - 

Fire Protection, 

Water Supply to Houses and Farms, 

Watering Cattle, 

Pumping Out Ponds. 

Irrigating Land, 

Watering Lawns and Gardens, 

Washing Hops, Fruit Trees, &c., &c. 


THE LICHTEST AND MOST POWERFUL PUMP ON 
THE MARKET. 


Weight 6} cwt. Simple in Construction. 


AS SUPPLIED TC-— 
; E. W. Aarcourt, Esq. 
| Karl Scarborough. 
Lord Pirbright. Baron Ly de Rothschild 
Sir Edward Malet (Monaco). | Hon. LD. Waring. 
Sidney Harrison, Esq., J.P. | sir Philli foe. 
Wilberforce Bryant, Esq. | Miss A. de Kothschild. 
A. MacKenzie, Esq., &c., &c. 


Pamphlet No. 8290. 


Earl Fitzhardinge. 
Lord Gifford. 














THE LONDON SCHOOL OF LAW 


UITION for BAR, SOLICITORS’, UNI- 
VERSITY, and other LAW EXAMINATIONS, 
ORALLY (class or individual) or by CORRESPONDENCE. 
The foll Classes will commence the first week in 
January, 1905: SOLICITORS’ Intermediate and Final for 
, 1905, Three Months’ Classes; BAR Examinations 
tor May, 1905, Four Months’ Classes. 

For particulars of other Classes and further information 

apply to the Szeceetary, 1, Old Serjeants’-inn, W.C. 


R. F. F. MONTAGUE, LL.B., continues 
to PREPARE for the SOLICITORS’ FINAL and 
IATE EXAMINATIONS; payment by result. 





—Particulars on application, personally or by letter, at 93. | 


Chancery Lane, W. 
OLICITORS’ 





EXAMINATIONS. — Mr. 

THOMAS R. FROST, Solicitor, COACHES candi- 
dates for the Preliminary, Intermediate, and Final 
Exeminations, in class or by correspondence? —For par- 
ticulars apply Tuowas BR. Frost, 38, Chancery-lane, 
London. 





OLICITORSHIP of Company owning 
large Properties, haviog immediate prospects of im- 
business, may be secured in return for procaration 
of Capital. Exceptional opportunity for young Solicit sr of 
securing extensive Vontinental connection (professional 
agencies and lay clients) and of establishing a distinctively 
special flice much needed in London.— Fortirer, No. 738, 
“ Solicitors’ Journal,’ 27, Chancery. lane. 


ERBERT CAMPBELL (otherwise Her- 

bert Edward Campbell Storey), Music Hall Director 

and Comedian. ceceased.—The Next-of-Kin and Relatives 

of, and also any person who can give Information as to the 

Next-of-Kin and Relatives of the above Deceased, who 

died om the 1%h day of July last, at 28, Quadrant-road, 

yp. N., are requested to at once communi- 

cate with Pussy J Beriasp, Solicitor, 67 aod 69, Chancery- 
jane, London, WC. 


AW.— GREAT SAVING. — For prompt 
_ * payment 7 per cent. will be taken off the A cilowing 








a. a. 
Abstracts Copied “ - © 8 per sheet. 
Briefs and Draft« . 2 8 per 2 folios. 
Deeds Round Hand . © 2 per folio. 
Deeds Abstracted re + 2 © per sheet. 
Full Copies a 0 2 per folio. 
PAPER.—-Foulmap, 14. ‘pe r sheet; Draft, gd) ditto; 


Parchment, is. 64. to 4s. 61. per skin. 
KERE & LANHAM, 16, Furnival-street, Holborn, E.U. 


\ R. STOCKBRIDGE, Blackburn House, 
‘ South Lambcth-roa4, London, undertakex Con- 

{nquiries, imeluding Divorce (tx- Managing Oerk 
ot @ years ex Without supervision); Expert 
settling Conta; unexeytiomable reference. 


'0%O INVESTORS. The Subscriber 

valuable Tiraber Lands in America for Sale ; 
investracnte. ing values.—L. EB. 6 
ball-arect, EL. 








has 
excellent 
Brock, 614, Leaden- 


NOW READY. SECOND EDITION. Price 5s. net. 
AN EPITOME OF THE 


| PRACTICE of the CHANCERY and 
KING’S BENCH DIVISIONS 


©F THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
By A. H. POCOCK, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 


London: Errincuamu W11son, 54, Threadneedle-street, E.C, 


WANTED :— 


£6 GIVEN for a complete copy of 

“ New Magistrates’ Cases,” and £5 given for 
| Neville and Mauning’s Magistrates’ ‘Cases complete 

Aso WANTED :- ‘The Gazette of Bankruptcy, 1861-3, and 
any County Court, Insolvency, or Magistrates’ Cases. 


THE KELLY LAW-BOOK COMPANY, Ltd., 
Dealers in all Descriptions of Law Books, 
LINCOLN’S INN GATE, CAREY STREET, W.C. 
*,* Valuations made on moderate terms ; Licensed Value-s 


URGESS’S INVESTIGATION 

BUREAU.—Reliable Information in Divorce, and 

all confidential cases at home and abro«d ; write for terms, 

31, King William - street, London, E. ¢.; > an unsullied 
record for 50 years with the legal profession. 


‘0 BE LET, Convenient and Quiet Offices, 
containing three rooms, in the City, suitable for 
solicitors.—Apply, 2, Fenchurch- -buildings, London, E.C. 


Gi Es TLEMAN engaged in insurance work 

is open to undertake the Secretarial Duties of a sma'l 
Industrial or Mining Company; office and all necessary 
clerical assistance included at small inclusive salary ; first- 
class references given and required,—Address, 8. Y., cure 
of Street's, 40, Cornhill, E.C. 


( UTDOOR LIFE and Excellent Invest- 

ment.—Tea Estate in Ceylon for Sale. — Splendid 
opportunity for young gentleman ; first-class property; 
sound bona fide investment, he: ~althy and interesting life ; 
high elevation, good soil, and best district; paying wel', 
and with excellent prospects; bo previous knowledge nece- - 
eary ; price £12,400, cheap; convenience of payment met ; 
referenees given ; principals and solicitors only ; proprietor, 
now in England, can be interviewed.—-Ceyion, 59, Griftiths- 
roa, Wimbledon. 


| AND SPECULATORS (Margate).—Offers 
4 required for 13 Freehold Plots Building a on the 
Alexandra Estate, near Margate; cost £179 1s. three years 
ago, will accept £150 or offer. (Plots 102-109, and 628-632.) 

Reply by letter to J. ., es Huddlestone-10ad, Forest 
| Gate, London, 


C. G. & T. MOORE, 
7, Leapexnart-erezet, E.C., and 33, Mie Ewv-noan, E, 
House ae 2 rty Auctions on Thursdays (Held for 70 
years). Weekly and other Rent Collecting and Estate 
Agency. Valuations for Probate, Compensation, Mc gen, 
and Asmesaneuts. Surveys for’ aaa monger and Plans, 
To be Let List iseued bi-weekly. “elephone, Avenue 335, 


























SuurrLeworrs, James, Whitecross st, Licensed Victuallers’ 
Court Pet Oct 14 Ord Nov 3 
ty Sheffield, Joiner Sheffield Pet Nov 18 
‘ov 18 
Storr, Witu1am, Rochdale, Grocer Rochdale Pet Nov 18 


Ord Nov 18 
Tay.or, Rosert, Oldham, Joiner Oldham Pet Nov 18 
Ord Ni 
Dewsbury 


8ILcock, 


ov 18 
Taornes Cuar.es, Dewsbury, Watchmaker 
Pet Nov19 Ord Nov 19 
Torpaky Am, GABABED Honannas. Piccadilly, Insurance Agent 
High Court Pet Nov17 Ord Nov 17 
ar? Hewry, Halifax, Contractor Halifax Pet Nov 18 


ov 18 
Wa ter, Z, Amhurst rd, Hackney High Court Pet Oct 8 
rd Nov 17 
Wakrarincton, Joserx. Congleton, Chester, Butcher 
Macclesfield Pet Nov5 Ord Nov 18 


Wituas, Janet. Gwaencaegurwen, Glam Aberavon Pet 

Nov3 Ord Nov 16 
FIRST MEETINGS. 

A..sorr, GrorGE, jun, Coventry, Potato Salesman Nov 30 
at12 Off Rec, 8, High st, Coventry 

Baitry, Anprew, Wylde le Green, Warwick, Boot Factor 
Nov 30 at 12 174, Corporation st, Birmingham 

Batuurst, JOHN Tuomas KeE.uicx, Brownhills, Staffs, 
Clothier Dec 2 at 11.30 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 

Bonny, Rosert Wituiam, Fleetwood, Lancs, Restaurant 
Keeper Dec 2at2.30 Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preeton 

Cuapwick, Wituram Hewirt, South Shore, Blackpool, 
— Dealer Dec2at3 Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, 


Presto: 
CHAPMAN, = Ann, York, Lodging House Keeper Decl 
at3 Off Rec, The Red House, Duncombe pl, York 
Coorer, ATurur NicHo..s, Longton, Staffs Dec 1 at 11.30 
"Ree, King st, Newcastle under Lyme, Staffs 
Caaven, Witt1aM Ernest, Swansea, Grocer Dec 8 at 11.30 
Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Derrigs, NAiuay, a crescent, Notting Hill Commercia 
Tayeller Dec 2 at Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

D’Oyvty, Sir WaBREN Bb men Ere, Manor pl, 
ton Dec5at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Doueury, Jouy, Stockton on Tees, Slate Merchant Nov 
30at 3 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesbrough 

Eimer, Epwin Geonce, Southall, Builder Dec2at12 14, 
Bedford row 

Forman, Tomas W1x114M, Balls Pond rd, Islington, Boot 
Dealer Des lati1l1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Gissoy, Wituiam, Cardiff Decé at 2.30 Town Hall, 
Neath 

Gove, Ernest Cuartes, Gt George st, Westminster 
Surveyor Dec 6at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Govuper, Joun, Sheffield, Builder Dec 1 at 12 Off Rec, 
Figtree ln, Sheffield 

Heyman, H, Lower North st, Poplar, Wall Paper Merchant 
Nov 30 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Hitcu, Evan Cameron, Hulmwood rd, Brixton Hill Decl 
at 2.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Ho.ioway, Avice E..en, Bristol, Grocer 
Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Hoimes. Tuomas. Henry, Brompton, nr Northallerton, 
Yorks, Railway Platelayer Dec5at11.30 Court hvuse, 
Northallerton 

Hopxiys, Curistopuer, East Ham, Builder 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Hurson, Wixtiam, Leeds, Carting Agent Nov 30 at 11.30 
Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Jackson, GeorGe Harry, Stockport, Clothier Nov 30 at 11 
Off Rec, County chmbrs, Market pl, Stockport 

Kispay, Joseru, Eastville, Bristol, Greengrocer Nov 30 a‘ 
11.30 Off Rec 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Kyegen, James, Newcastle on Tyne, Provision Importer 
Declat12 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on Tyne 

Kyow es, Dantat, John Hat rst, Willenhall, Metal Manu- 
facturer Dec 2 at 12 Ree, Wolv erhampton 

McAuswayE, JAmMeEs, Watling st Dec2at2.30 Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Carey st 

Martes, Roserr Frank, Sutton Nov 30 at 1.30 Royal 
Hotel, Veatnor, I of W 

MILLIGAN, Wi.iuiam Joun, Gorton, Grocer 
Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester ~ 

Oppex, Atysep Watrer, Whitstable, Kent, Furniture 
Dealer Declati12 Off Rec, 68, Castle st, Canterbury 

Owens, Ricaarp Livsroys, Lower Clapton rd Dec 5 at 11 
Bankiupicy bldgs, Carey st 

Pereins, Hurace Henry, Walsall, General Caster Dec 2 
at 12.30 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 

Rateu, CHARLES, Whitstable, Kent, Confectioner Dec 1 at 
9.30 Off Ree, 68, Castle st, Canterbury 

tOSENTHAL, Jacos, Lower Broughton, nr Manchester, Cap 
Manufacturer Nov 30 at 2.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, 
Manchester 

Situ, Atpext, West Bridgford, Notts Nov 30 at 12.15 
Off Kec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 

Swuira, Tuomas, Haslemere, Surrey, Builder's Foreman 

Dec 16 at 11,30 e Law Courts, Peterborough 

pate, = LiAM, New Basford, Notts, Baker Nov 30 at 

Off Rec, 4, Castile pl, "Park st, Nottingham 

yet Joux, rm Refreshment house 
Dec 1 at 11 Rec, 6, Athenzeum ter, Ply- 

mouth 


Srovpart, Georcze, Weymouth Novy 30 at 1 

City chmbrs, Endless st, Salisb 

Tayvor, Joun ALEXANDER Biamanc K, Bath, Army Tutor 
Nov 30 at12 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Tayior, Wi.raip, Carlton. Notts, Butcher’s Assistant Nov 
atll Off » 4, —— wre Wateumn Park st, Nottingham 

Tuounrs, CHan.es, atchmaker Dec 2 at 11 

, Bank Fa ang jon heme at, Dewsbury 
Toraxvan, GAanabepo Houannas, Piceadhlly, a 
t Declati2 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

VasnHam, Fuanx, Aberaman, Aberdare, Stoker Dec 1 at 

2 135, » High at, Merthyr ‘tydul 

Wacastarr, Euanvet Gronce, Budua, nr Sandy, Beds, 


adding- 


Nov 30 at 11.45 


Nov 30 at li 


Nov 30 at 3 


2 


Off Ree, 


Farmer Nov 80 at12 Off Rec, Bridge st, Northamp- 
Warxen, Tuomas, Barrow in Furness, Timekeeper Nov 30 
atil Off Rec, 16, Cornwallis st, Barrow in —, 





Warren, Z, Amburst rd, Hackney Dec lat il 
ruptcy bldgs, ot 
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Wuite, WALTER Joun, Ryde, I of W, Antique Dealer , Oe 
Sat 3.15 33a, Holyrood st, Newport, Isle of Wi 

WuitTLe, Paes JAMES, Leicester, Auctioneer 
at 3 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Wixrxsoy, FREDERICK BEARDSELL, Huddersfield, 
Tobacconist Dectat 3 Off {Rec, Prudential bldgs, | 
New st, Huddersfield 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Autsopp, GrorGs. jun, "ee Fish Salesman Coventry 
Pet Nov16 Ord Nov 1 

Atuoyp, Joun, Sutton, 8t Helens, Lancs, Farmer Liverpool 
Pet Nov 17 Ord Nov 1 

Avustx, CuarLes, Abbey Wood, Kent, Farmer Rochester 
Pet Oct 26 Ord Nov 16 

Cuarman, Mary Any, I? Lodging house Keeper York 
Pet Nov18 Ord N “ - 

CuarLes, AvGusTUs ae Frank, and FREpEagick 
Cuar_es, Moseley, ne, Builders Birmingham 
Pet Oct 11 Ord Nov 1 

CocxsepGE, Rosert Du + Devonshire sq, Timber 
Merchant High Court Pet Oct 6 Ord Nov 17 

Cotiixs, Toomas, Woodgrange rd, Forest Gate, Plumber 
High Court Pet Nov19 Ord ‘Nov 19 

Cooper, ArrHuR Nicno1s, Longton, Staffs Stoke upon 
Trent Pet Oct 26 Ord Nov 19 


CovtTas, JOHN, onoenge, Builder Scarborough Pet | 
Oct 18 | 


Ord Nov 1 

Derates, NATHAN, Elgin cres, Notting Hill, Commercial 
Traveller High Court Pet Nov 18 (id Nov 18 

Evcuisu, ARTHUR wy a Ipswich, Baker Ipswich Pet 
Nov17 Ord Novi 

Gisss, WALTER, a Kent, General Dealer Canter- 
bury Pet Nov19 Ord Nov 19 

Greaves, Ricaagp, Hollywood, King’s Norton, Worcester, 
Farmer Birmingham Pet Aug 23 Ord Nov 17 

Hametox, James, South Norwood, Builder Croyd-n 
Pet Aug 3 Ord Nov 19 

Huisoy, Witttam, Leeds, Carting Agent Leeds Pet Nov 
17 Ord Nov 17 

IureTT, Leonard Epwix, Swanley, Kent, Nurseryman 
Rochester Pet Nov 18 OrdNov18 - 

Joxzs, Evan, Barmouth, Merioneth, Painter Aberystwyth 
Pet Nov17 Ord Nov 17 

Josty, Rupotpa A.usert, Treorkey, Glam, Blind Manufac- 
turer Pontypridd Pet Nov18 Ord Nov 18 

Kinsey, Joseru, a, Bristol, Greengrocer Bristol 
Pet Nov17 Ord Novy 

LLEWELLYN, GEORGE axe y, Newpnt, a Solicitor 
Newport, Mon Pet Oct 27 Ord Nov 1 

Mixcutn, Louis Joun, Forest Gate, Essex, * a Furnisher 
High Court Pet Oct 11 Ord Nov 18 

Mvumvorp, Jony, Southsea, Hants, Grocer Portsmouth 
Pet Oct 19 Ord Nov 17 

Payne, ALBERT VicTor, ye A jenn Victualler 
Coventry Pet Nov18 Ord Nov 1 

Pixe, Caaries, Neath, Glam, Coal ‘Vendor 
Pet Nov 17 Ord Nov 17 

Raps, Caarues, Whitstable, Kent, Confectioner Canter- 
bury Pet Nov16 Ord Nov 16 

Ruopes, Ricuarp, Accrington, Boot Maker Blackburn 
Pet Oct 11 Ord Nov 18 

Romans, James, Gloucester Gloucester Pet Nov 17 Ord 
Nov 17 

Row LanpD, WittiaM Rickrorp, Phillimore pl, Kensington 
High Court Pet Oct 13 Ord Nov 18 

Sitcock, Frank, Sheffield, Joiner Sheffield Pet Nov 18 
Ord Nov 18 

Suira, Apsanam Wo tr, Crispin st, Spitalfields, Butcher 
High Court Pet Oct 12 Ord Nov 18 

Suto, Henry, New Cross, Fruitaer Greenwich Prt Aug 


9 Ord Nov 18 
Srorr, Witt1am, Rochdale, Rochdale Pet Nov 
Oldham Pet Nov 18 


Aberavon 


Grocer 
18 Ord Nov 18 

Taytor, Rosert, Oldham, Joiner 
Ord Novy 18 

Tomas, Faepericx Jamas, Wellington rd, Stoke Newing- 
ton, Sign Maker High Court Pet Oct 14 Ord Nov 17 

Torokyan, Garasep Hogannas, Piccadilly, Insurance 
Agent High Court Pet Nov i7 Ord Nov 17 

Tyson, Henry, Halifax, Contractor Halifax Pet Nov 18 
Ord Nov 18 

Warrinaroy, Josern, Congleton, Butcher Macclesfield 
Pet Nov Ord Noy 19 

Witurams, Janet, Gwaencaegurwen, Glam] §Aberavon Pet 
Nov3 Ord Nov 18 

Witiiams, Wiitu1AM Epwarp, Worcester Worcester Ord 
Nov 19 


SUN 





PHENIX ASSURANCE CO., Ltd. 


%|PHCNIX FIRE OFFICE, 


ESTABLISHED 1782. 
19, Lombard Street, & 57, Charing Cross, London. 


Lowest Current Rates. 

Liberal and Prompt Settlements. 
Assured fre of all Liability. 
Electric Lighting Rules supplied. 





FIRE OFFICE. 
Founded 1710. 


LAW COURTS BRANCH: 
40, CHANCERY LANE, W.C 
A. W. COUSINS, District Manager. 
FONDS IN BanD - - £2,535,800. 





LapeLLeED E PPS’S Tins ony. 


SORENESS AND DRYNESS. 
HOARSENESS, TICKLING AND IRRITATION. 


THROAT COUGH 


SOFTEN AND CLEAR THE VOICE. 
ALWAYS EFFECTIVE. 


2°—_JUJUBES—13:° 


dined EPPS & CO., a Homeopathic Chemists, 
London. 


AND 





BRAND’S 
Al 
SOUPS. 


Of all Descriptions. 
Finest Quality only. 
Sold everywhere. 





BRAND & CO., Ltd., MAYFAIR, W. 





The Cream of Cocoas. 


EPPS’S 


Contains all the nutriment 


COCOA 


of the Choicest Nibs. 





SOMETHING NEW. 
OYAL ITALIAN CIRCUS (late 
Hengler’s), Oxford-cire us (Tube) Station. 
TWICE DAILY, at 3 and 8, 

Largest Animal Circus extant ; only ay ee goed of its 
kind in the worid. Over 200 Performing Animals, incl w 
Bareback Riders, Clown Dogs, Clown Monkeys, Performing 
Bears and Goats; Grand Monkey Pantomime, as performed 
for three consecutive seasons at the Zvological — 
Vienna. Great Military Review, Court-Martial Scene 
Monkey Judges. = prices, from Une Soeuthine 
children half-price to all parts. 





NOW BEADY. 


LEGAL DIARY, 


ALMANAC, 


AND 


COMPLETE LEGAL DIRECTORY 


1905. 


Recognized everywhere as the 
Best and Mest Comprehensive 


Diary for Solicitors 
and Barristers. 








Prices: 3s. 6d., 5s., Gs., and 8s, 64., 
according to Diary Space. 


Waterlow Bros. & Layton, 


LIMITED, 


24 & 25, BIRCHIN LANE, E.C. 


REEVES & TURNER, 
LAW BOOKSELLERS AND PUBLISHERS. 


Libraries Valued or Purchased, 


A Large Mock of Seemd bend Baperts ond Dent-bocke 
always on Sale. 


3, Bream’s Buildings, *, Chancery Lane, E.C., 
FORMEBLY OF 100, CHANCERY LANE AND CAREY STREET. 


FALEXANDER & SHEPHEARD, 


PRINTERS, eau: 
LAW and PARLIAMENTARY. 


Paruiamentary Britis, Mixvres or Evipence, Booxs or 
Rererence, Statemssts or Cuaim, Axnswera, &c., &c. 


BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZINES, 
NEWSPAPERS, 

And all General and Commercial Werk. 
Every description of Printing. 


NORWICH STREET, FETTER LANE, LONDOK, B.C. 
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-PROBAT | FE VALUAT | IONS] 









are respectfully requested to kindly 


mend our Fiem te Exeoutere and othere 


requiring Valuations. 


Ss Members of the LEGAL PROFESSION 
Reaom- 


ESTABLISHED 1772, 





SPINK 


————— 
1 & 2, GRACECHURCH STREET, CORNHILL, E.C., and 17 & 18, PICCADILLY, 
LONDON, W. 


& SON 


Oe eX 
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THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


Nov. 26, 1904. 








THEATRES. 


ROYAL OPERA, COVENT GARDEN. 
Messrs. Frank Rendle and Nei) Forsyth. 
fan Carlo Grand Opera Company. 

THIS EVENING, at 3.0, FAUST. a Wayda, 
Manfredi, Ferraris; MM. Dani, Arimondi, Volponi, and 
Ancona. Conductor, a Campanini. 

DELPA&T. 

THIS EVENING, et. 8.15, THE PRAYER OF THE 
SWORD: Oscar Asche, E. Lyall Sweie, Alfred Brydone 
Walter Hampden, Charles Angelo, Charles Rock, H. R 
Wiloashby; Dor Casson, Pearse, Row, Darwin, Harker, 
Wi iby; Dora de — Pamela Gaythorne, Hiléa 
Wauton, and Lily Brayto 


aPOLaA. 
Ling &. EVENING, at 8.15, VERONIQUE: Mesdames 
Gordon, Rosina Brandram, Mandi Darrell, 8 + 
Valli Valli, Hilda Coral, Madge Vincent, Tilly 
Oey auth Vincent; Messrs. Lawrence Rea, Fret meer, 
Xubrey Fitzgerald, Henry Adnes, B. Dudley, and George 
ves. 


COMEDY. 
at 9, HIS HIGHNESS MY 
— lore oe ak Herbert 
esdames 
Clements, Lottie ‘Venne, J. Morrison, C. Vidal, D. 
Volar, A. Read. At 8.20, THE —— 


DALY'S 
A, at 8.0, THE CINGALEE: Messrs. 
C. Hayden Coffin, W. Louis Bradfield, Fred Kaye. Willie 
Warde, Hope, Dixon, Rutland Barrington, Huntley 
Wright; Mmes. Sybil Arundale, Gracie Leigh. Carrie Moore, 
Sevening, DOrme, Stocker, Vivian, Seymour, Topsy Sinden, 


and Isabel Jay. 
DUKE OF YORK’S. 
a DAY, at 2.20 and 8.0, MERELY MARY ANN: 
, Mr. @u Maurier, Mr. E. Dagnall, Mr. Raiemond, 
Mr. Mansfield, as; Miss Ada Dwyer, 
je Vaughan, Miss ‘Oli, ee Miss 
Mrs. Sam Sothern, an 


re 
EVENING, at 8.0, THE ORCHID: Mesdames 
, Marie Stadholme, 
Cranfield, and Connie Ediss; g 
inby, Harry Grattan, A. Hatherton, 
W. Spray, L. Ellis, and Edmund 


EET fg nee Season. 
8.30 ey THAL DES LEBENS : 


PRR. Poomuceieeay GRRE 

zs a3: 

fa Te 

agian Ee 
cel 


eal, 
Kerin, Miss Viola gy 
IMPERIAL. 
1S EVENING, at 8.15, as MAJESTY’S SERVANT: 
i aller, Mr. H. VY. Esmond, Mr. Norman 


: 
if 


' THE EARL AND THE 

Passmore, H. A. Lytton, M. RB. 

Morand, om, Pinder, Childerstone, Torrence, 
aad Botert E Evett; Agnes Fraser, Florence Lioyd, 
Remond, Hart-Dyke, Phyllis Broughton, and Louic 


NEW THEAT2E. 
EVENING, at 9.0, BEAUTY AND THE BARGE. 
Maud 


PRINCE OF wal. 
wa EVENING. at 64, SERGEANT BRUE: Mesers. 
Arthur Wiliams, Farren Soutar, Arthur 
>= = Jack Thompson, 8. Brooke, — 
saps. Madge Lewi Jemica 
abe De Lacey, S Seymour, Kitty a 
ST. JAMES. 

THIS Paar. 3 at 215 and 9, LADY WINDER- 

MEEZEE PAN: Meens C.A Seat, Bydney 
Lethe Vaber, A. Vane Tempest, Webster; Mesdames 
Lien Beaithwaite, Fanny Coleman, Pauline ¥rench, Elinor 
end Marion Terry. At 6.15, THE 
Charies Futon, Miss Madge 


VAUDEVILLE. 
THIS EVENING, x 6135, Ide CATCH OF THE 
; Mesdames Zor 


THE ENTENTE 
2 YEAR LOUNDL. 
, Maner Toma Crawyn, Mile. Nadje, 
aad Fyne, kein yy the Urban 
amtaniec Pigture, V Bounes Bros, and 
mystery, “ Wid” 


CE. 
THIS EVENING, ot e? Fag — oy ROBERTS, THE 
FOLAALS, The Valace mbnscets 
i fe, 


Dates, Amecnalx 
egaenioes hams at 
Bg. Palliet, en4 «4 


Solicitors’ Journal & Weekly Reporter, 





&c. ; Summary 





The General Contents of the SOLICITORS’ JOUVANAL comprises Ovrsenr Topics; 
Leapine Articies; Reports or Cases or THE Week (furnished by Barristers in the various Courts) ; 
Kzviews or New Law Booxs; CorrespoNDENCE ON Matrers or ProressionaL Interest; New Rugs 
anp Onpers, with explanations of their effect; Penpinc Leotstation ; LecisLarion oF THE YERAR; | 
APPOINTMENTS AND OpiTuaRy ; REPORTS OF Mezerincs axp Proceepines or Law Socrertss ; ; Gazerres, © 
of the Legal News of the Week; and special attention is bestowed on furnishing 
early copies of all New Rules, Orders, and Court Papers. 


The WEEKLY REPORTER contains full reports of the facts, arguments, and judgments in 
all the important cases decided in the House of Lords, the Privy Council, the Court of Appeal, each 
of the Divisions of the High Court, and the Court of ‘Bankruptcy. Every effort is made to publish 
the reports as speedily after the decision of a case as possible. 
receive a copy of the Annual Digest, and a copy of all the important Statutes of the year. 


Subscribers to the Weexty Reporter 





NEW VOLUMES COMMENCED ON NOVEMBER 5tu, 1904. 
ANNUAL SUBSCRIPTIONS, WHICH MUST BE PAID IN ADVANCE: 





Number, 1s. 


SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL and WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 52s, post-free; Single 


SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL ONLY, 26s. ; Country, 28s. ; Foreign, 30s. 44.; Single Number, 6d 
WEEELY REPORTER, in wrapper, 26s.; Country or Foreign, 282.; Single Number, 6d. 





ORDER 


FORM. 





until countermanded. 


for __ : __ months. 


I enclose cheque for 


The Jouryat and Reporter can be ordered from any date, and back numbers of the current volumes 


Cheques and Post Office Orders payable to H. Viruzns. 





Please send the Souictrors’ JouRNAL and WEEKLY Reporter from _ 


, my Subscription 








oa. be supplied, 


Office : 


27, Chancery lane, W.C. 





Inebriety and the Abuse of Drugs. 


PLAS ~ YN ~ DINAS, 
Dinas Mawddwy, Merioneth. 


For Gentlemen of the Upper 
Glasses only. 

TERMS: Feom Six Guineas a Weex. 
Shooting—Well preserved, over 22,000 acres. 
Fishing - 24 miles, including trout, servin, and salmon. 
References— 

Dr. Geo. Savace, 3, Henrietta-street, Cavendish- 
square, W. 
Dr. D. Feneize, 34, Cavendish-square, W. 
For Prospectus, &c., apply— 
Or. M. WALKER, J.P., 





Treatment of INEGRIETY. 








RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 
For Gentlemen, under the Act and privately. 


For Terms, 
stems BB, 000, A208, te, 
edical Sw, 


7 
Telephone: PO. 16, Rocauanawonrs. 


INEBRIETY. 





|| KELBOURNE HOUSE, LEIOESTER. 


PRIVATE HOME VOR LADIES, 
MeAical pitenions : ROBERT SEVESTRE, M.A, 
M.D. (Camb. rincipal: H. M. KILEY, Asnoe. pes, 
Mudy of Tasty. Thirty yearw Y¥x Excel 
and Medical References, 


Plas-yn-Dinas, Dinas Mawddwy. { 


OALRYMPLE HOUSE. | 


sf |” SPECIAL NOTICE.—Chiloren under 12 are 


Licensed under the Inebriates Acts, 1879-99. 


BUNTINGFORD HOUSE RETREAT, 
BUNTINGFORO, HERTS. 


For the Treatment of Gentlemen suffering from ana | 
| and Abuse of Drugs. In a most healthy, picturesque, an 


| secluded part of the country, 14 hours from Live -street, 
| about 400 feet above sea-level; 10} acres 0 
| Heated by hot-water apparatus. "Electric 7 throughout, 
| — em —s and recreation. Wor 


i | Billintds, =} 
| enter under the Acts or privately 


grounds, 


shops, Poultry 
Cricket, Tennis, Golf, Library, Music, 


sm for Photo phy, ke. Patients may 
< Terms: 14-3 Guineas, 


| Electric Light and Heat Baths, te. —Apply to 
Resipext Mevicat Surexintenvent or S¥cRETARY. 


PRIVATE ASYLUM. 
‘SPRINGFIELD HOUSE, 


Near BEDFORD. Telephone No. 17. 





Special Acomemetoties for Chancery Lunatics and other 


‘ases of Mental Ailment, 
Oxpisaky thee, THREE GUINEAS PER WEEK. 
(Including Separate Bedrooms for ali suitable cases.) 


HOME for LADIES ADDICTED to INKBRIETY, 


Hilleboro’ House, U Upper Clapton. 





|_ Mrs, Baamwett Booru has a few VACANOIES for 
| Voluntary Patients in the above‘ Home.’ Most encouraging 
tresuke.— Particulars as to terms, &c., on application to 
( hief Hecretary, 259, Mare Stree, Hackney. 





TWICE DAILY. 
rivate boxes, 1 to 4 guineas, 


H® IPPODROME. eas 


Prices In to 7%, 64, ; 


perience. half-price itheatre excepted) at MORN- 
Vor terms and oud yy PERVOBMANOKS. ONLY. Box-ottice 10.0 a.m. to 


Mies KILEY, of the Prine 
eLeonarnic Avuness: “ ML. LAL, LEICESTER" 


A ae uns, “ Hippodrome, London,”’ Telephone 
| wis 





yphone 





